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[161]   LEONARD  v.  ABNER-DRURY  BREWING 

COMPANY.^ 

(Court  of  Appeals,  District  of  Oolnmbia.) 
[25  Appeal  (D.  C.)  Cases,  161.] 

Trusts  and  Monopolies  ;  Unjust  Competition  ;  Restraint  of  Trade  ; 
Anti-Tbubt  Act;  Conspiracy;  Bquitt  Jurisdiction;  Costs  on 


1.  A  combination  between  several  brewing  companies  forming  a 
brewers'  association,  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  prevoiting 
competition  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  their  product,  fixing 
the  price,  and  controlling  the  disposition  of  the  same  to  retail 
dealers,  providing  that  its  members  shall  not  sell  such  product  at 
prices  fixed  by  themselves  nor  below  prices  fixed  by  the  associa- 
tion, and  allotting  the  business  of  selling  the  same  among  them, 
and  prohibiting  any  one  of  them  from  selling  to  customers  allotted 
to  another, — is  a  trust  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  within 
the  3d  section  of  the  anti-trust  act  of  Congress  (28  Stat  at  L.  209, 
647,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat  1901,  p.  3201) ;  and  an  attempt  to  coerce 
another  company  to  enter  the  trust  and  obey  its  regulations  is 
an  invasi<MK  of  private  right,  as  well  as  inimical  to  the  interests 

^  Illegal  Trusts  and  Monopolies. — For  the  authorities  bearing  on  the 
question  of  illegal  trusts  under  modem  anti-trust  laws  both  state  and 
Federal,  see  editorial  note  to  WhUwell  v.  Continental  Tobacco  Co. 
64  L.  R.  A.  689. 
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2  25  APPEAL   [d.  c]   cases,  162. 

SyllabuB. 

of  the  public ;  and  the  purposes  and  practices  of  such  a  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  are  equally  ylolatlye  of  the  common  law, 
which  prevails  In  this  District,  and  of  which  the  3d  section  of 
the  statute  Is  declaratory.^ 

2.  Such  an  agreement  or  combination  can  not  be  declared  null  and  void 

in  [162]  equity  at  the  suit  of  retail  dealers  engaged  in  pur^ 
chasing  and  selling  the  product  of  a  company  sought  to  be  com- 
pelled to  Join  such  association,  but  having  no  contract  with  it 
for  the  purchase  of  such  product  Such  a  result  can  only  be 
accomplished  at  the  suit  of  the  United  States. 

3.  But  where  such  retail  dealers  show  that  they  have  established  a 

profitable  business  in  selling  the  product  of  the  company  so  sought 
to  be  coerced,  which  Is  unwilling  to  advance  the  price  of  the  prod- 
uct, but  wishes  to  continue  to  sell  to  them  at  the  lower  price,  but, 
intimidated  by  the  threats  of  the  association,  such  company  Is 
about  to  yield  to  Its  demands,  and  will  do  so  unless  restrained,  in 
which  event  there  will  be  an  advance  in  prices,  and  such  dealers 
may  thereupon  be  allotted  as  customers  to  some  other  member  of 
the  trust  against  their  will,  and  be  unable  to  purchase  the  product 
they  have  been  dealing  in  even  at  the  advanced  price,  and  th^r 
business  will  be  so  destroyed, — an  Injunction  will  lie  at  their  suit 
to  prevent  the  doing  or  continuing  of  the  wrongful  acts,  the  remedy 
at  law,  if  any,  even  under  the  statute  giving  three  fold  damages, 
being  inadequate,  and  consequential  damages,  such  as  loss  of 
trade  and  profits  and  failure  of  credit  and  business,  not  being 
ordinarily  recoverable  at  law. 

4.  The  fact  that  the  anti-trust  act  of  Congress  makes  a  conspiracy  In 

restraint  of  trade  a  crime,  and  provides  a  penalty  therefor,  does 
not  necessarily  Impair  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  equity,  where 
the  criminal  acts  work  Irreparable  Injury  to  property.  The 
statute  does  not  substitute  its  remedy  for  others  which  existed 
before  its  enactment 

8.  Quwre, — ^Whether  if  the  wrongs  complained  of  by  an  individual, 
growing  out  of  alleged  acts  in  restraint  of  trade  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  as  distinguished  from  acts  relating  to  conspiracies  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  should  be  remediless  save  by  a 
resort  to  the  anti-trust  act  of  Congress,  any  party  other  than  the 
United  States  can  Invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  restrain 
their  commission. 

6.  Where  several  brewing  companies  forming  a  combination  or  trust 
are  charged  by  complainants  in  a  bill  in  equity,  retail  dealers  in 
malt  liquors,  with  a  conspiracy  to  compel  another  company  to 
join  the  association,  and  such  combination  is  held  to  be  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  individuals  who  are  officers  of  a  labor  union,  and 
who  are  charged  with  attempting  to  procure  its  members  to  leave 

"Syllabus,    and   statements   of   arguments   copyrighted,   1006,   by 
Gbarles  Cowles  Tucker. 
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Statement  of  the  Case. 

the  employment  of  such  company  unless  It  will  agree  to  oiter 
such  association,  are  equally  within  the  scope  of  the  r^nedy  by 
injunction  sought  to  prevent  injury  to  the  complainants  through 
the  execution  of  the  objects  of  the  conspiracy  entered  into  by 
their  codefendants. 
7.  Where  some  of  a  large  number  of  defendants  to  a  bill  in  equity 
demurred  to  the  bill,  and  from  a  decree  dismissing  it  the  com- 
plainant appealed,  and  other  of  the  defendants  entered  their  ap- 
pearance in  this  court  [163]  and  were  heard  in  support  of  the 
decree,  this  court,  in  reversing  the  decree,  awarded  costs  against 
all  of  the  defendants  appearing  in  this  court 

No.  1474.    Submitted  February  21, 1905.    Decided  March  7, 1906. 

HxARiKO  on  an  appeal  by  the  complainants  from  a  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  dis- 
missing a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction.  Reversed. 
The  Court  in  the  opinion  stated  the  case  as  follows: 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  sustaining  a  demurrer  to 
and  dismissing  a  bill  for  injunction.  The  bill  was  filed  July 
21, 1904,  by  James  C.  Leonard  and  Samuel  G.  Stewart,  retail 
liquor  dealers  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  on  their  own  be- 
half and  on  behalf  of  others  similarly  engaged  who  may  wish 
to  intervene.  The  defendants  are  the  Abner-Drury  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  West  Vir- 
ginia ;  the  National  Capital  Brewing  Company,  a  corporation 
of  Virginia ;  the  Arlington  Brewing  Company,  a  corporation 
of  Virginia ;  the  Washington  Brewery  C(Hnpany,  a  corpora- 
tion of  New  York;  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company,  a 
corporation  of  Virginia;  the  managers  of  said  corporations, 
respectively,  and  Louis  S.  Crown,  Michael  Cockery,  and 
Timothy  Healy.  It  is  averred  that  all  of  said  corporations, 
save  the  Arlington  company,  have  their  breweries  and  gen- 
eral offices  in  District  of  Columbia ;  that  the  Arlington  com- 
pany brews  its  beer  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  but  maintains 
an  office  and  agency  for  the  sale  and  distribution  of  its  prod- 
uct in  the  District  of  Columbia.  Defendants  Crown  and 
Cockery,  residents  of  the  District,  are  charged  as  members 
and  officers  of  an  unincorporated  association  known  as  Local 
Na  68  of  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Stationary  Fire- 
men; and  Healy,  a  non-resident,  as  president  of  said  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood. 
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It  is  averred  that  the  five  brewing  companies  are  engaged 
in  manufacturing  or  brewing  malt  liquors,  and  dispose  of  the 
bulk  of  their  product,  which  amounts  annually  to  about  two 
hundred  [164]  and  seventy  thousand  barrels,  in  the  District 
of  Columbia;  and  that  the  retail  dealers  thereof  are  de- 
pendent upon  them  for  the  bulk  of  their  stock  in  trade ;  that 
the  said  brewing  companies,  excepting  the  Heurich  com- 
pany, have  confederated  and  conspired  together  in  a  brewers' 
association,  or  under  a  name  of  similar  import,  in  order  to 
prevent  competition  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  brewed 
or  malt  liquors,  to  control  the  disposition  of  the  same  to  the 
retail  liquor  dealers,  and  to  prevent  competition  in  the  price 
of  the  same;  that  by  the  terms  of  the  confederation  and 
agreement  aforesaid  no  one  of  said  brewing  companies  shall 
sell  its  product  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  itself,  nor  below  an 
arbitrary  price  to  be  fixed  by  the  associators;  and,  further, 
the  business  of  selling  beer  is  to  be  allotted  among  them,  and 
no  one  is  to  sell  to  the  customers  allotted  to  another;  that 
for  more  than  a  year  a  certain  grade  of  "  light "  beer  has 
been  sold  to  retail  dealers  at  $4  per  barrel,  with  a  discount  of 
10  per  cent  for  cash,  making  $3.60  per  barrel;  that  prior  to 
said  time  the  price  for  said  beer  had  been  $6,  with  a  discount 
of  5  per  cent  for  cash,  making  $5.70  per  barrel;  that  the 
reduction  had  been  caused  by  the  Heurich  company,  which 
had  never  entered  into  any  agreement  with  other  brewers, 
and  has  until  this  date  refused  to  do  so,  and  that  by  reason  of 
the  reduction  in  price  by  the  Heurich  company  the  other 
companies  were  compelled  to  reduce  the  price  of  their  beer  to 
the  same  figure  in  order  to  meet  the  competition  of  the 
Heurich  company ;  that  in  order  to  raise  the  price  of  beer  to 
that  of  $6  per  barrel  the  four  companies  aforesaid  entered 
into  a  conspiracy  to  suppress  the  competition  of  the  Heurich 
company,  and  to  eflFectuate  the  same  conspired  together  to 
compel  the  Heurich  company  to  join  the  association  afore- 
said, and  to  abide  by  and  observe  the  prices  fixed  thereby,  as 
well  as  the  distribution  or  allotment  to  be  made  among  con- 
sumers and  customers;  that  the  Heurich  company  in  the 
manufacture  of  beer  is  compelled  to  employ  firemen  who  are 
members  of  said  Local  No.  63  of  the  International  Brother- 
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hood  of  Stationary  Firemen ;  that  in  order  to  aid  in  the  ac- 
complishment of  the  purposes  of  the  conspiracy  the  said  four 
companies  agreed  with  Crown  and  Healy  to  induce  the  fire- 
men employed  by  the  [166]  Heurich  company  to  break  their 
contract  of  employment,  unless  the  latter  would  agree  to 
enter  said  association,  submit  to  its  regulations  raising  the 
price  of  beer  and  allotting  a  division  of  customers;  that  in 
pursuit  of  the  objects  of  the  said  conspiracy  the  said  de- 
fendants composing  the  Brewers'  Association  procured  the 
said  defendant  Crown  to  address  a  communication  to  the 
Heurich  company  notifying  it  that  its  contract  with  its  fire- 
men would  be  terminated  on  July  1,  and  that  the  firemen 
would  not  be  permitted  to  work  for  it  unless  it  joined  the 
said  association  and  submitted  to  its  rules  and  exactions; 
that  further,  to  effect  the  object  aforesaid,  said  defendants 
composing  said  association  caused  the  defendant  Healy,  in 
his  character  as  president  of  the  brotherhood  aforesaid,  to 
seek  a  conference  with  the  defendant  Heurich  company,  os- 
tensibly to  adjust  a  contract  between  said  defendant  and  its 
firemen  for  the  ensuing  year,  but  in  reality  to  compel  said 
defendant  to  agree  to  enter  said  association  and  submit  to  its 
rules  and  regulations.  Further  allegations  of  the  bill  are 
quoted  as  follows: 

"  That  at  the  said  conference  said  Healy  in  the  presence  of 
the  defendant  Edward  F.  Abner,  representing  the  Abner- 
Drury  Brewing  Company  and  acting  for  it  in  that  behalf, 
and  of  Albert  Carry,  representing  the  defendant  the  National 
Capital  Brewing  Company  and  acting  for  it  in  that  behalf, 
and  of  the  defendant  Bernard  Katz,  representing  the  Arling- 
ton Brewing  Company,  and  acting  for  it  in  that  behall, 
informed  the  representative  of  the  defendant,  the  Chr. 
Heurich  Brewing  Company,  that  unless  the  last-named  de- 
fendant should  agree  to  confer  with  the  representatives  of 
the  other  four  brewing  companies  representing  the  Brewers' 
Association  aforesaid,  and  join  said  association  and  submit 
to  its  rules  and  exactions,  particularly  its  requirement  that 
the  said  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company  should  raise  the 
price  of  its  light  beer  to  its  customers  to  $6  per  barrel,  and 
sell  only  to  such  customers  as  the  said  association  might  allot 
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to  it,  he,  the  said  Healy,  in  his  character  as  president  of  the 
International  Brotherhood  of  Stationary  Firemen,  would  not 
confer  with  said  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company  in  reject 
to  a  contract  between  it  and  the  said  Local  No.  63  of 
[166]  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Stationary  Firemen, 
nor  permit  its  members  to  enter  into  the  employment  of  said 
Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company  to  serve  the  said  defendant 
in  the  prosecution  of  its  business.  The  said  Healy  then  and 
there  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant  Edward  F.  Abner, 
representing  the  Abner-Drury  Brewing  Company  and  acting 
for  it  in  that  behalf,  and  of  Albert  Carry,  representing  the 
defendant,  the  National  Capital  Brewing  Company,  and 
acting  for  it  in  that  behalf,  and  of  the  defendant  Bernard 
Katz,  representing  the  Arlington  Brewing  Company,  and 
acting  for  it  in  that  behalf,  further  informed  the  representa- 
tive of  the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company 
that  the  said  meeting  was  called  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pelling the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company 
to  join  said  association  composed  of  the  other  four  defendant 
brewing  corporations,  and  to  raise  the  price  of  light  beer 
to  the  retail  liquor  dealers  to  $6  per  barrel,  and  to  sell  its 
beer  only  to  such  of  the  retail  liquor  dealers  in  the  District 
as  the  association  might  authorize  it  to  sell  the  same;  and 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  said  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich 
Brewing  Company  refusing  to  submit  to  its  demand,  other 
workmen  in  the  employ  of  said  defendant  the  Chr.  [Heurich] 
Brewing  Company  would  be  required  to  quit  work,  and  that 
the  product  of  said  brewery  would,  through  the  influence  of 
said  Healy,  be  boycotted,  meaning  and  intending  thereby 
that  he,  the  said  Healy,  had  the  power  and  means  and 
would  use  the  same  to  interfere  with  and  prevent  the  sale  of 
the  product  of  said  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  company  to  these 
complainants  and  other  retail  liquor  dealers  and  to  general 
consumers  of  beer  within  the  District,  unless  the  said  de- 
fendant complied  with  the  said  demands. 

"  11.  The  complainants  further  show  that  they  are  and 
have  for  some  years  past  been  engaged  in  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  the  product  of  the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brew- 
ing Company,  and  have  a  large  demand  for  the  same  in 
their  business;  that  if  the  said  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich 
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Brewing  Company  shall  yield  to  the  demands  of  the  other 
defendants,  and  increase  the  price  of  the  beer  to  $6  per 
barrel,  the  said  increase  of  price  will  involve  great  loss  and 
irreparable  injury  to  these  com[167]plainant8  and  other 
retail  liquor  dealers  similarly  situated,  and  that,  if  the  de- 
mands of  said  Healy  and  the  said  four  defendant  corpora- 
tions composing  said  Brewers'  Association  are  complied  with 
by  the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  C!ompany,  these 
complainants  and  other  retail  liquor  dealers  will  be  pre- 
vented from  purchasing  and  selling  the  product  of  the  de- 
fendant the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company  to  their  irrep- 
arable loss  and  injury,  and  the  deprivation  of  their  customers, 
who  are  accustomed  to  purchase  the  said  product  from  these 
complainants  and  others  selling  the  same. 

''  12.  Your  complainants  are  further  informed  and  believe 
and  therefore  charge  that  no  disagreement  or  controversy 
has  arisen  betwen  the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing 
C<xnpany  and  any  of  its  employees;  that  no  change  in  the 
services,  hours  of  labor,  or  wages,  of  the  firemen  employed  by 
it  is  sought  or  desired  by  said  firemen,  and  that  the  .purpose 
of  the  defendant  Healy  and  the  defendant  Crown  in  advising 
and  commanding  the  said  firemen  to  cease  their  employment 
with  the  said  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company, 
as  hereinafter  set  forth,  is  to  embarrass  said  last-named  de- 
fendant in  its  business,  and  compel  it  to  abandon  its  competi- 
tion in  trade  and  its  sale  of  its  product  at  the  price  now 
charged  by  it  to  all  consumers,  and  to  compel  it  to  increase 
the  price  to  the  sum  of  $6  per  barrel,  and  to  limit  the  sale 
thereof  to  certain  specified  purchasers,  instead  of  extending 
the  same  to  these  complainants  and  all  other  retail  liquor 
dealers. 

"  18.  Your  complainants  are  further  advised  and  therefore 
charge  that  the  purpose  and  object  of  the  conspiracy  entered 
into  among  the  said  defendants  the  Abner-Drury  Brewing 
Company,  the  National  Capital  Brewing  Company,  the  Ar- 
lington Brewing  Company,  the  Washington  Brewery  Com- 
pany, and  the  said  Crown  and  Healy,  by  causing  a  strike  or 
refusal  to  work  among  the  employees  of  the  defendant  the 
Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company,  is  to  stifle  competition  in 
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the  brewing  business,  and  to  restrain  the  conduct  of  trade  in 
violation  of  the  rights  of  these  complainants  and  of  other 
retail  liquor  dealers  and  of  the  general  public,  and  in  vi<da- 
tion  of  the  law  of  the  [168]  land.  And  they  are  further 
advised  and  believe  and  therefore  charge  that  the  said  design 
and  purpose  of  the  said  defendants  is  ccxitrary  to  public 
policy  and  good  morals,  and  such  as  a  court  of  equity  can 
and  ought  to  restrain  by  injunction  against  said  defendants. 

'^  14.  Your  complainants  are  informed  and  believe  and 
therefore  charge  that  the  said  defendant  Healy,  in  further- 
ance of  the  conspiracy  entered  into  by  him  and  the  defendant 
Crown  and  the  four  defendant  brewing  corporations  compos- 
ing the  Brewers'  Association  aforesaid,  has  actually  ordered 
the  firemen  employed  by  the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich 
Brewing  Company  to  quit  the  service  of  said  defendant,  and 
to  refuse  further  to  perform  their  contract  of  employment 
with  it  at  12  o'clock  noon  on  the  21st  day  of  July,  1904,  unless 
said  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company  shall 
submit  to  the  demands  of  said  conspirators,  and  enter  into 
said  Brewers'  Association,  and  abide  by  and  be  governed  by 
its  rules  and  exactions,  and  agree  to  raise  the  price  of  light 
beer  to  $6  per  barrel,  and  to  sell  the  same  only  to  such  per- 
sons as  the  said  association  shall  proscribe. 

"  15.  Your  complainants  are  further  informed  and  believe 
that  the  said  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Company 
is  considering  the  said  threats  and  demands  of  the  said  de- 
fendants, and  may  by  reason  of  the  threatened  injury  to  its 
business  yield  to  the  demands  of  said  defendant  and  enter 
said  association,  and  as  a  consequence  thereof  increase  the 
price  of  its  beer  to  $6  per  barrel,  and  submit  to  the  restric- 
tions of  the  said  association  as  to  the  persons  to  whom  the 
same  may  be  sold. 

"  16.  Your  complainants  are  advised  and  believe  and 
therefore  charge  that  the  said  agreement  and  confederation 
between  the  said  defendant  corporations  composing  the 
Brewers'  Association  is  an  unlawful  agreement  in  restraint 
of  trade,  designed  to  prevent  competition  in  business  and  to 
restrict  the  persons  to  whom  the  products  of  breweries  may 
be  sold,  and  that  the  said  defendants  cannot  lawfully  main- 
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tain  said  association  or  enforce  its  rules,  and  that  it  will  be 
unlawful  for  the  defendant  the  Chr.  Heurich  Brewing  Com- 
pany to  enter  into  [169]  said  agreement  and  confederation, 
or  to  abide  by  and  observe  its  rules  and  restrictions," 

The  prayers  of  the  bill  are:  1.  That  the  association 
agreement  be  declared  null  and  void.  2.  That  defendants, 
their  agents,  etc.,  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  attempt- 
ing to  coerce  the  Heurich  company  into  joining  said 
association  or  entering  into  the  terms  of  said  agreement.  3. 
That  the  defendants  composing  the  association,  their  agents, 
etc.,  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  inviting,  soliciting,  or 
demanding  that  the  Heurich  company  shall  increase  the 
price  of  its  product  to  complainants,  to  any  other  retail 
dealers,  or  to  any  persons  whomsoever,  or  directly  or  indi- 
rectly counseling  or  advising  such  action.  4.  That  the 
defendants  composing  the  brewing  association,  their  agents, 
etc.,  and  the  defendants  Crown  and  Healy^  be  perpetually 
enjoined  from  commanding,  counseling,  advising,  or  by  any 
means  inducing  the  firemen  or  other  employees  of  the  Heurich 
company  to  quit  the  service  of  the  same,  or  from  in  any 
manner  attempting  to  regulate  the  price  at  which  said  com- 
pany shall  sell  any  of  its  product,  or  the  person  or  persons 
to  whom  it  may  sell  the  same.  6.  That  the  Heurich  company 
be  perpetually  enjoined  from  entering  into  the  confedera- 
tion known  as  the  Brewers'  Association,  or  from  entering 
into  any  combination  or  agreement  with  the  defendant  com- 
panies, or  any  of  them,  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the 
price  at  which  the  product  of  any  of  said  corporations  shall 
be  sold,  or  the  persons  to  whom  the  product  of  any  of  said 
companies  shall  be  sold ;  or  from  in  any  manner  attempting 
to  restrict  or  restrain  the  competition  between  the  several 
brewing  companies  in  the  prosecution  of  their  business  of 
manufacturing  and  selling  the  product  of  their  breweries. 
The  Abner-Drury  Brewing  Company,  and  Harry  Williams, 
the  representative  of  the  Washington  Brewery  Company, 
appeared  and  filed  demurrers  to  the  bill,  which  were  sus- 
tained. It  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  any  of  the 
other  defendants  entered  their  appearance.  The  Abner- 
Drury  Brewing  Company  and  the  Arlington  Brewing  Com- 
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pany  have,  however,  appeared  bj  counsel  in  this  court  and 
been  heard  in  support  of  the  decree  appealed  from. 

[170]  Mr.  Wm.  O.  Johnson  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Carliale^  for 
the  appellants: 

1.  The  combination  and  conspiracy  of  the  defendants  was 
unlawful.  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  984n,  p.  1338;  Crav^ford  v. 
Wick,  18  Ohio  St.  190;  Emery  v.  Ohio  Candle  Co.  47  Ohio 
St.  320 ;  Central  Ohio  Salt  Co.  v.  O^thrie,  35  Ohio  St.  666 ; 
Craft  v.  McConoughy^  79  111.  346;  Morris  Run  CocH  Co.  v. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.  68  Pa.  173;  Amot  v.  Piitston  A  E.  Coal 
Co.  68  N.  Y.  658;  N ester  v.  Brewing  Co.  161  Pa.  473;  North- 
ern Securities  Co.  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  339. 

2.  Not  only  is  the  combination  alleged  in  the  bill  an  un- 
lawful one,  but  the  means  adopted  to  carry  it  into  effect 
were  also  unlawful.  Thomas  v.  Cincinnati  R.  Co.  62  Fed. 
803 ;  Old  Dominion  S.  S.  Co.  v.  McKenna,  30  Fed.  48 ;  Casey 
V.  Cincinnati  Union,  45  Fed.  136;  Emack  v.  Kane,  34  Fed. 
47;  Angle  v.  Chicago  R.  Co.  151  U.  S.  1. 

3.  Apart  from  this  common-law  rule  there  is  express  statu- 
tory enactment  declaring  such  a  combination  as  is  shown  by 
the  bill  in  this  case  to  be  illegal.  Section  3  of  the  act  of 
Ccmgress  of  July  2,  1890,  commonly  known  as  the  anti- 
trust act. 

4.  The  complainants  are  entitled  to  the  relief  sought  by 
the  bill.  Ja/:kson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind.  592;  Old  Dominion 
S.  S.  Co.  V.  McKerma,  30  Fed.  48 ;  Casey  v.  Cincinnati  Union, 
45  Fed.  135;  Em^ck  v.  Kane,  34  Fed.  47;  Central  Ohio  Salt 
Co.  V.  Guthrie,  35  Ohio  St.  666;  Re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  564. 

Mr.  Charles  W.  Darr  for  the  appellees  the  Abner-Drury 
Brewing  Company  and  Abner. 

Mr.  Arthur  A.  Bimey  and  Mr.  Henry  F.  Woodard,  for  the 
appellees  the  Washington  Brewery  Company  and  Henry 
Williams : 

1.  The  averments  of  the  bill  very  clearly  set  forth  an  un- 
lawful conspiracy  and  confederation  that  would  be  enjoined 
in  [171]  a  court  of  equity  at  the  instance  of  the  United 
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States,  and  it  may  be  that  sufficient  is  shown  to  justify  an 
injunction  upon  the  application  of  the  Christian  Heurich 
Brewing  Company  if  that  company  had  filed  a  bill,  but  not 
so  with  the  appellants.  To  entitle  complainants  to  relief 
they  must  show  special  injury.  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  ith  Am.  ed. 
p.  1676 ;  10  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  900,  note  2 ;  Georgetown  v.  Canal 
Co.  12  Pet.  99;  Be  Debs,  158  U.  S.  692,  598;  Smith  v.  Lock- 
wood,  13  Barb.  218;  Sparhawk  v.  Union  Pass.  B.  Co.  64 
Pa.  401. 

2*  At  the  common  law  there  was  no  cause  of  action  by  the 
master  for  enticing  away  his  apprentice.  Later,  Parliament 
passed  an  act  granting  a  remedy.  For  many  years  the  law 
was  only  applied  to  cases  of  enticing  away  of  apprentices. 
Afterwards  the  doctrine  was  extended  by  the  courts  to  all 
cases  where  there  were  contracts,  so  that  since  the  case  of 
Lumley  v.  Gye,  2  El.  &  Bl.  216,  if  one  induce  another  to 
break  a  contract  an  action  for  damages  will  lie.  See  also 
Angle  v.  Chicago  B.  Co.  151  U.  S.  13 ;  Walker  v.  Cronin,  107 
Mass.  555 ;  Dale  v.  Grant,  34  N.  J.  142 ;  Doremvs  v.  Hennesy, 
43  L.  R.  A.  802 ;  Cooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  note  1,  par.  70 ;  Allen 
V.  Flood,  67  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  119,  A.  C.  1. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  four  conspiring  defendant  com- 
panies and  the  defendant  Healy  enticed  or  induced  the  em- 
ployees of  the  Christian  Heurich  Brewing  Company  to  quit 
its  service  and  break  an  existing  contract,  the  company  would 
be  entitled  to  an  action  for  damages,  but  certainly  not  a  per- 
son who  expected  to  purchase  goods  from  the  company ;  if  so, 
why  not  extend  the  remedy  to  persons  who  expected  and  had 
contracted  to  take  the  goods  from  the  person  who  expected  to 
purchase  from  the  company,  and  so  on,  ad  infinitum. 

3.  From  the  averments  of  the  bill,  particularly  those  con- 
tained in  paragraph  16,  it  would  appear  that  it  had  been 
framed  under  the  anti-trust  law  (Supplement  to  Bevised 
Statutes,  1874-1891,  p.  763).  A  private  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion will  not  lie  to  enforce  its  provisions.  Blindell  v.  Hagan, 
54  Fed.  40;  Pidcock  v.  Harrington,  64  Fed.  821,  2  Gold  & 
Tucker's  notes  on  Rev.  Stat  623.  The  anti-trust  act  is  not 
confined  [172]  to  combinations  of  railroad  companies  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  but  extends  to  all  classes  of  business,  the 
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direct  result  of  which  is  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
anuHig  the  several  States.  Addystan  Pipe  <6  Steel  Co.  t. 
United  Statea^  175  U.  S.  211. 

4.  A  court  of  equity  has  no  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  can- 
not interfere  to  prevent  the  commission  of  criminal  or  illegal 
acts,  unless  there  is  some  interference,  actual  or  threatened, 
with  property  or  rights  of  a  pecuniary  nature ;  but  when  there 
is  such  interference,  and  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
the  fact  that  the  act  may  be  criminal  will  not  divest  the 
jurisdiction  of  equity  to  prevent  it.  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  863,  and  note  1. 

Mr.  Lorenzo  A.  Bailey^  for  the  appellee  the  Arlington 
Brewing  Company : 

1.  No  legal  injury  to  the  complainants,  past,  present,  or 
prospective,  is  shown  by  the  bill.  Crowley  v.  Christensen^ 
187  U.  S.  86 ;  Giozzg,  v.  Tiemariy  148  U.  S.  667,  662 ;  Barte- 
meyer  v.  lowa^  18  Wall.  129, 138 ;  United  States  ex  reh  Roop 
V.  Douglass^  19  D.  C.  99;  Re  Hoover^  30  Fed.  61,  65;  Burke 
V.  Collins  (S.  D.)  99  N.  W.  1112;  Haggart  v.  Stehlin  (Ind.) 
29  N.  E.  1073 ;  Tragesaer  v.  Gray^  73  Md.  260,  255,  9  L.  R.  A. 
784;  State  ex  ret.  George  v.  Aihen^  42  S.  C.  222,  281;  26 
L.  B.  A.  346;  Harrison  v.  Lockhart^  25  Ind.  112;  People  v. 
Gallagher^  4  Mich.  244,  257;  Adler  v.  Fenton^  24  How.  407; 
Truly  V.  Warner^  5  How.  141. 

2.  The  combination  of  the  defendants  as  alleged  is  not  un- 
lawful or  contrary  to  public  policy.  The  policy  of  the  law  is 
not  toward  the  unrestricted  or  general  sale  of  beer.  There- 
fore an  agreement  limiting  the  sale  and  providing  for  fixing 
the  prices  thereof  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy.  AnJieuser- 
Busch  Brewing  Asso.  v.  Houck  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  27  S.  W. 
692;  Vandeweghe  v.  American  Brewing  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
61  S.  W.  526.  Combinations  among  competitors,  the  object 
of  which  is  to  realize  a  fair  price  for  the  goods  manufac- 
tured and  sold,  do  not  contravene  any  rule  of  public  policy, 
even  though  [178]  they  operate  in  some  respects  as  in  re- 
straint of  trade.  1  Eddy,  Combinations,  §  276.  A  combina- 
tion to  control  competition  is  legal  where  oppressive  monopoly 
is  not  intended,    /rf.,  §§  189-209,  270.    There  is  a  clear  dis- 
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tinction  between  acts  which  have  inducement  in  malice  or  ill 
will,  and  those  which  have  inducement  in  business  com- 
petition and  rivalry.  The  latter  are  legal  combinations,  and 
the  former  are  not.  8  Cyc.  ^50;  Doremtu  v.  Hennesay^  176 
El.  608,  43  L.  R.  A.  802 ;  Mogul  8.  8.  Co.  v.  McChegor^  L.  R. 
21  Q.  B.  Div.  644;  Cohen  v.  Berlin  cfe  /.  Envelope  Co.  56 
N.  Y.  Supp.  588 ;  2  Eddy,  Combinations,  §  1046.  The  alleged 
purpose  of  the  association  to  allot  customers,  etc.,  is  not  un- 
lawful. The  brewers  have  a  right  to  select  the  persons  with 
whom  they  will  do  business.  It  is  so  held  in  cases  for  injunc- 
tions against  trade  combinations.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Fire  Underwriters^  67  Fed.  310;  Tanenbaum  v.  New  York 
F.  Ins.  Exchange  J  83  Misc.  134;  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  342;  8  Cyc. 
654.  An  act  done  by  several  is  not  actionable  if  a  like  act 
done  by  one  alone  would  not  be  actionable.  What  one  may 
lawfully  do  angly,  two  or  more  may  lawfully  agree  to  do 
jointly.  8  Cyc.  646,  647,  citing  24  How.  407 ;  34  Md.  407 ;  54 
Minn.  228,  and  other  cases. 

3.  The  so-called  Sherman  anti-trust  statute  of  July  2, 1890 
(26  Stat,  at  L.  209),  prohibits  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
"  every  contract,  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  otherwise, 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.^'  It  is  not 
to  be  presumed  that  Congress  intended  this  to  apply  to  a  par- 
ticular trade  which  it  is  the  policy  of  Congress  to  restrict, 
such  as  the  liquor  business.  If  the  matters  complained  of  in 
the  bill  come  within  this  statute,  then  the  bill  should  have 
been  filed  by  the  United  States  district  attorney,  as  provided 
by  sec.  4  of  the  act.  The  statute  (sec.  7)  in  such  case  gives 
the  complainants  a  remedy  at  law.  They  have,  therefore,  no 
standing  in  court  in  this  suit  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight 
Co.  166  U.  S.  1, 16. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Shetabd  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court: 

1.  As  it  is  charged  in  the  bill,  the  combination  between  the 
[174]  several  defendants  composing  the  Brewers'  Association 
is,  without  doubt,  a  trust  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
within  the  3d  section  of  the  anti-trust  act  of  Congress  (26 
Stat,  at  L.  209,  chap.  647,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  3201), 
and  the  coercion  attempted  to  be  practised  upon  the  Heurich 
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company  to  compel  it  to  enter  the  trust  and  obey  its  regula- 
tions of  the  advance  of  prices  and  the  arbitrary  division  of 
customers  is  a  palpable  invasion  of  private  right,  as  well  as 
inimical  to  the  interests  of  the  public.  TF.  W.  Montague  <& 
Co.  v.  LotDry,  193  U.  S.  88, 47,  48  L.  ed.  608,  612,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  307;  Addyaton  Pipe  dk  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States^  175 
U.  S.  211, 244, 44  L.  ed.  136, 149,  20  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  96;  United 
States  V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso.  166  U.  S.  290,  822, 
828,  41  L.  ed.  1007,  1021,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  640.  The  pur- 
poses and  practices  of  the  combinati<m  or  conspiracy,  as  al- 
leged, are  equally  violative  of  the  common  law,  which  pre- 
vails in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  of  which  the  3d  section 
of  the  statute  is  declaratory.  Northern  Securities  Co.  v. 
United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  389,  48  L.  ed.  679,  701,  24  Sup. 
Ct*  Rep.  436 ;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.  68 
Pa.  173,  8  Am.  Rep.  159 ;  N ester  v.  Continental  Brevnng  Co. 
161  Pa.  473,  24  L.  R.  A.  347,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  29  Atl. 
102;  Craft  v.  McConoughy,  79  111.  846,  22  Am.  Rep.  181; 
Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  632,  6  L.  R.  A.  457,  48  N.  W. 
1102 ;  Amot  v.  Pittston  <&  E.  Coal  Co.  68  N.  Y.  558,  28  Am. 
Rep.  190;  Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind.  592,  28  L.  R.  A.  588, 
86  N.  E.  345, 87  N.  E.  14;  Gatzow  v.  Buening,  106  Wis.  1, 14, 
49  L.  R.  A.  475,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  81  N.  W.  1003.  The 
decisions  of  the  highest  courts  of  many  other  States  are  to 
the  same  effect. 

2.  The  serious  question  for  determination  on  this  appeal  is 
the  right  of  the  complainants  to  the  equitable  remedy  of 
injunction  to  prevent  the  execution  of  the  objects  of  the  un- 
lawful conspiracy.  It  is  clear  that  they  are  not  entitled  to 
the  relief  asked  in  the  first  prayer  of  the  bill,  namely,  that 
the  agreement  between  the  four  members  of  the  Brewers' 
Association  be  declared  null  and  void.  In  respect  of  that 
agreement,  merely,  the  concern  of  the  complainants  is  not 
different  from  that  of  the  [176]  general  public,  whose  interest 
cai^be  protected  in  no  other  way  than  by  a  suit  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States.  Nor  can  the  attempted  invasion  of  the 
rights  of  the  Heurich  Brewing  Company  by  the  immediate 
parties  to  that  agreement,  no  matter  how  flagrant,  be  stayed 
at  the  suit  of  the  complainants  unless  they  can  show  t^at  an 
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irreparable  injury  will  be  done  to  themselves  as  the  direct 
consequence  of  such  invasion. 

Their  ground  of  complaint  does  not  rest  upon  a  contract 
with  the  Heurich  company  which  the  latter  is  about  to  break 
in  obedience  to  the  unlawful  demands  of  the  members  of  the 
trust  and  the  compulsion  exercised  by  them  and  their  con- 
federates. If  such  were  the  case,  and  that  contract  should 
be  broken  through  the  malicious  interference  of  the  defend- 
ants, the  complainants  might  maintain  an  action  against 
them  for  the  damages  occasioned  thereby.  Angle  v.  Chicago^ 
St.  P.  M.  cfe  O.  R.  Co.  151  U.  S.  1,  13,  38  L.  ed.  66,  63,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240.  They  could  certainly  maintain  an  action 
against  the  Heurich  company  for  such  breach,  and  they 
might  possibly  maintain  one  against  all  of  the  defendants, 
including  that  company,  for  threefold  damages  under  the 
provisions  of  section  7  of  the  anti-trust  act.  Possibly,  also, 
they  might,  under  certain  conditions,  obtain  an  injunction 
against  the  Heurich  company  to  prevent  such  breach. 

Having  no  enforceable  contract  with  the  Heurich  com- 
pany, however,  their  right  to  any  remedy  depends  entirely 
upon  the  condition  that  they  have  shown  a  case  of  legal 
injury  which  would  directly  result  from  the  forcible  and 
wrongful  termination  of  their  established  trade  relations 
with  the  Heurich  company.  Their  allegations  are  in  sub- 
stance :  That  they  have  an  established  and  profitable  business 
in  the  sale  of  light  beer  of  the  Heurich  company's  manu- 
facture; that  they  have  been  regularly  purchasing  such  beer 
from  the  Heurich  company  at  the  price  of  $3.60  per  barrel 
and  retailing  it  for  a  long  period  of  time,  during  which  they 
have  established  a  lucrative  trade  and  custom;  that  the 
Heurich  company  is  unwilling  to  advance  the  price  of  beer 
to  the  proposed  trust  rate,  and  wishes  to  continue  its  sales  to 
complainants  at  the  present  price;  that,  intimi[  176] dated 
by  the  threats  of  the  defendants  and  their  malicious  and 
oppressive  acts,  the  Heurich  company  is  about  to  yield  to 
their  demands,  and  will  probably  do  so  unless  restrained; 
that  the  immediate  and  direct  effect  of  such  surrender  will 
be  an  advance  in  the  price  of  said  beer  to  $5.70  per  barrel; 
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that  another  and  probable  effect  will  be  that  oomphunants 
will,  be  assigned  as  customers  to  some  other  member  of  the 
trust,  against  their  will,  and  be  unable  to  purchase  the  beer 
of  the  Heurich  company  at  even  the  advanced  price;  that 
the  immediate  and  direct  effect  of  either  act,  and  particularly 
of  both  combined,  will  be  to  deprive  complainants  of  many 
of  their  regular  customers,  and  diminish  their  receipts  and 
profits  to  their  irreparable  loss  and  injury. 

In  the  event  of  the  execution  of  the  conspiracy  these  con- 
ditions would  entitle  them  to  an  action  for  such  damages  as 
they  would  be  permitted  to  prove  at  law,  with  threefold  re- 
covery under  the  statute.  W.  W,  Montoffue  <6  Co.  v.  Lowry^ 
193  U.  S.  38,  48  L.  ed.  608,  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  307.  But  dam- 
ages for  acts  which  might  work  c(Hnmercial  ruin  are  not 
always  recoverable  at  law,  the  rules  of  which  relating  to  the 
measure  of  damages  do  not  ordinarily  warrant  the  assess- 
ment of  consequential  damages  of  an  uncertain  or  speculative 
character,  such  as  loss  of  trade  and  profits  and  the  failure 
of  credit  and  business.  For  such  injuries  the  remedy  at  law, 
even  under  the  statute  giving  a  three- fold  recovery,  is  inade- 
quate and  incomplete.  In  such  cases,  then,  the  jurisdiction 
of  equity  attaches,  and  to  accomplish  the  ends  of  justice  the 
writ  of  injunction  will  issue  to  prevent  the  doing  or  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  wrongful  acts.  Watson  v.  Sutherland^  5 
Wall.  74,  79,  18  L.  ed.  580,  583 ;  North  v.  Peters,  138  U.  S. 
271,  281,  34  L.  ed.  936,  939, 11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  346.  See  also 
Vance  y.W.A.  Vandercook  Co.  170  U.  S.  468,  480,  42  L.  ed. 
1111, 1116, 18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  645. 

3.  The  contention  of  the  appellees,  that  the  exclusive  right 
to  equitable  relief  against  the  execution  of  conspiracies  in  re- 
straint of  trade  is  in  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of 
the  anti -trust  act,  has  not  been  seriously  contested  by  the  ap- 
[177]pellants,  who  claim  the  right  independently  of  the 
statute.  This,  as  we  have  seen,  but  declares  the  rule  of  the 
common  law,  then  and  now  in  force  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, under  which  any  person  may  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of 
equity  to  prevent  an  irreparable  injury  through  such  con- 
spiracy.   Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind.  592,  23  L.  R.  A.  588, 
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36  N.  E.  845,  87  N.  E.  14;  Hagan  v.  BUndeU,  6  C.  C.  A.  86, 
13  U.  S.  App.  354, 859, 56  Fed.  696.  That  the  statute  makes  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  a  crime,  and  provides  a 
severe  penalty  therefor,  does  not  necessarily  impair  the  ordi- 
nary jurisdiction  of  equity,  where  the  criminal  acts  work 
irreparable  injury  to  property.  Re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  564,  593, 
39  L.  ed.  1092, 1106, 15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900. 

And  whatever  may  be  the  rule  of  its  enforcement  generally, 
neither  by  express  terms  nor  necessary  implication  does  it 
undertake  to  completely  substitute  its  remedies  for  all  others 
which  any  person  might  have  had  before  its  enactment. 

As  the  complainant's  right  to  a  remedy  in  equity  can  be 
maintained  without  regard  to  the  act  of  Congress,  it  is  not 
essential  to  determine  whether,  if  the  wrongs  complained  of 
would  be  remediless  save  by  resort  to  that  act,  any  party 
other  than  the  United  States  can  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of 
equity  to  restrain  their  commission.  At  the  same  time  we  are 
not  to  be  understood  as  admitting  the  defendant's  contention 
on  this  point.  The  decisions  supporting  that  contention  have 
all  been  in  cases  under  the  sections  of  the  act  relating  to  con- 
spiracies in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  in  jurisdictions 
where  the  power  of  Congress  is  limited  to  that  end,  and  where 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity,  it  seems,  was  not  invoked  on  the 
ground  of  special  and  irreparable  injury  to  the  complainant. 
Metcalf  V.  American  School  Furniture  Co.  108  Fed.  909,  912, 
and  cases  cited ;  Ovlf^  C.  d6  5.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Miami  S.  S.  Co. 
30  a  C.  A.  142, 52  U.  S.  App.  732, 86  Fed.  407. 

Moreover,  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  are  determinable  under  the  3d  section  of  the  act, 
wherein,  in  the  exercise  of  its  plenary  power  of  legislati<m, 
the  Congress  has  enacted  that  '^  every  contract,  combination 
in  form  [178]  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  commerce,  in  any  territory  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  District  of  Columbia  *  *  *  is  hereby  declared 
illegal."  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  same  section  then  declares  the  mak- 
ing of  such  contracts  or  the  engagement  in  any  such  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  a  misdemeanor,  and  provides  a  pen- 
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aliy.    With  the  suggestion  of  these  possible  distinctions  the 
questicm  remains  an  open  one. 

4.  The  defendants  Crown  and  Healy  are  not  charged  with 
an  independent  attempt  to  raise  or  fix  the  wages  of  the  em- 
ployees of  the  Heurich  Brewing  Company,  and  the  rights  of 
persons  so  engaged  are  not  involved.  The  charge  against 
them  is  that  they  have  combined  and  confederated  with  the 
defendants  composing  the  Brewers'  Association  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  aiding  in  the  conspiracy  to  compel  the  Heurich 
company  to  join  that  associaticm  in  order  that  its  regulations 
looking  to  the  advance  of  the  price  of  beer  and  the  allotment 
of  customers  to  the  several  brewing  companies  may  be  en- 
forced. 

They  are,  therefore,  equally  within  the  scope  of  the  remedy 
sought  to  prevent  the  irreparable  injury  of  the  complainants 
through  the  execution  of  the  objects  of  the  conspiracy  entered 
into  by  their  co-defendants. 

For  the  reasons  given,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
learned  justice  presiding  in  the  equity  court  erred  in  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  and  dismissing  the  bill.  If  the  testimony 
shall  sustain  the  allegations  of  the  bill  substantially  in  the 
particulars  before  summarized,  the  complainants  will  be  en- 
titled to  a  decree  granting  the  injunction  prayed  for,  limiting 
the  same,  however,  to  such  acts  as  have  relation  to  the  par- 
ticular injuries  sought  to  be  done  them.  The  dissolution  of 
the  trust  agreement  between  the  members  of  the  Brewers' 
Association,  and  the  restraint  of  action  injurious  to  the  gen- 
eral public,  can  only  be  had  at  the  suit  of  the  United  States. 

The  decree  must  be  reversed,  with  costs  to  be  taxed  against 
the  Washington  Brewery  Company  and  Harry  Williams, 
who  entered  the  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  also  against  the 
Abner-Drury  Brewing  Company,  the  Arlington  Brewing 
Company,  [179]  and  the  National  Capital  Brewing  Com- 
pany, who  have  entered  their  appearance  in  this  court  in  sup- 
port of  the  decree  appealed  from.  The  cause  will  be  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings  in  conformity  with  this 
opinion.    It  is  so  ordered.  Reversed. 
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(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  Wisconsin.    August  22,  1906.) 

[148  F^  21.] 

Patents — Suit  fob  Infringement  bt  Violation  of  CoNDmoNs  of 
LioENSE  Contbact — IiEGALiTT  OF  CoNTEACT. — Where  B  bili  Blleges 
infringement  of  patents  by  the  violation  of  the  conditions  of  a 
license  contract  thereunder,  and  seeks  in  effect  the  specific  enforce- 
ment of  the  contract,  its  legality  is  involved  directly  and  not  col- 
laterally, and  must  be  established  before  equity  will  grant  relief.^ 

Monopolies — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Tbade — ^License  Con- 
TBACTS  Under  Patents. — Conceding  that  a  number  of  patents  relat- 
ing to  the  same  art  may  be  united  by  purchase  in  the  aame  owner- 
ship, and  that  the  grant  of  combination  licenses  thereunder  on 
conditions  specified  may  be  within  the  lawful  monopoly  given  by 
the  patent  law,  yet  to  be  immune  from  the  operation  of  Anti-Trust 
Law  of  July  2,  1800,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  200  [U.  8.  Comp.  St  1901, 
p.  3200]  the  contract  must  be  referable  soldy  to  the  inventloiiB 
under  the  patents,  and  intended  to  secure  a  monopoly  in  the  bene- 
ficial use  of  specific  inventions  only;  and  where  it  eztendB  beyond 
such  purpose,  and  is  intended  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  the  article  to  which  the  patents  relate  by  securing  and  hold- 
ing for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  all  patents  relating  thereto  under 
which  such  manufacture  may  be  carried  on,  and  not  for  the  pro- 
tection of  patent  rights,  it  may  constitute  a  conspiracy  and  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  trade  in  violation  of  the  law. 

Same. — Complainant  acquired  by  purchase  the  ownership  of,  or  ex- 
clusive license  to  use,  21  United  States  and  two  Canadian  patents, 
all  relating  to  pneumatic  straw  stackers,  and  confederated  all  of 
the  manufacturers  of  threshing  machines  in  the  country  in  a  plan 
of  uniform  licenses  under  the  combined  patents  with  a  uniform 
price  fixed  for  the  product  and  payment  of  a  royalty  to  complainant 
for  each  machine  until  the  end  of  the  full  term  of  any  of  the  pat- 
ents or  of  any  which  might  thereafter  be  acquired  by  complainant. 
It  thereafter  acquired  numerous  other  patents,  until  it  held  over 
100  in  all.  The  devices  of  such  patents  were  not  all  capable  of  con- 
Joint  use  in  a  single  machine.  None  of  them  covered  the  pioneer 
invention  of  a  wind  stacker.    A  number  covered  non-interfering 

•  Reversed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit  (154  Fed., 
366).     See  post,  page  282. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishlug  Co. 
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defylces  performing  the  same  functional  and  capable  of  independent 
use  by  different  manufacturers,  and  many  were  of  no  practical  value, 
and  not  used  by  any  of  the  licen8ee&  Eeld,  that  the  purpose  and 
effect  of  such  ^stem  of  contracts  was  to  create  a  monopoly  in  wind- 
stacker  products  without  reference  either  to  any  specific  invention 
or  the  validity  of  any  patent;  that  the  agreement  fixing  the  selling 
price  of  any  form  of  the  product  was  not  attributable  to  any  patent 
in  the  list  nor  to  specific  invention  in  either  of  the  patent  devices, 
and  was  not  within  the  protection  of  the  patent  law,  and  that  the 
combination  created  by  such  contracts  was  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
illegal  as  in  violation  of  Anti-Trust  Law  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]  and  the  contracts  not 
enforceable  in  equity. 

In  Equity.    Od  final  hearing. 

W.  H.  H.  MUler^  Charles  K.  Offidd^  Charles  C.  Linthicum^ 
Chester  Bradford,  Harold  Taylor,  and  E.  H.  Bottum,  for 
complainant. 

Robert  S.  Taylor,  Charles  Quarles,  L  K.  Boyesen,  and 
James  H.  Peirce,  for  defendant. 

Seaman,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  issues  of  law  and  fact  in  this  case  are  complicated,  and 
the  volumes  of  testimony,  exhibits,  and  [22]  argument,  are 
formidable,  both  in  matter  and  in  the  various  phases  of  the 
controversy.  That  they  are  difficult  of  solution  goes  without 
saying;  and  with  the  great  interests  involved  and  harsh  de- 
fense set  up,  it  is  not  singular  that  consummate  ability  is 
brought  into  the  contest,  with  the  contentions  upon  which 
the  solution  hinges  strongly  presented  and  combatted,  and  the 
testimony  and  discussion  not  free  from  acrimony. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  enforce  the  alleged  rights  of  the  com- 
plainant, under  certain  letters  patent  for  improvements  in 
straw  elevators  and  stackers,  and  contracts  with  the  defend- 
ants for  manufacture  and  sale  thereunder  of  "  Pneumatic 
Straw  Stackers,"  and  the  relief  sought  is  plainly  in  the 
nature  of  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  whatever  may 
be  the  name  applied  to  the  suit.  It  is  not  alone  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  royalties  promised — for  which  the  remedies  at 
law  may  be  adequate — but  for  equitable  relief,  by  injunction 
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and  otherwise,  for  the  enforcement  of  that  and  other  terms 
of  the  contracts  referred  to. 

The  answer  is  voluminous  in  recitals  of  alleged  equities  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  setting  up  matter  tending  to  three 
grounds  of  defense:  (1)  Invalidity  of  the  contracts  in  suit, 
as  parcel  of  an  unlawful  combination  to  suppress  competi- 
tion in  trade;  (2)  violation  of  the  contracts  on  the  part  of 
complainant,  so  that  enforcement  must  be  denied  in  equity ; 
and  (3)  non-use  by  the  defendant  of  the  patent  inventions. 
In  argument  the  bill  is  challenged  as  multifarious,  and  for 
want  of  equity  upon  various  propositions,  which  do  not  call 
for  discussion,  apart  from  one  or  the  other  of  the  defenses 
above  mentioned. 

The  issue  upon  the  validity  of  the  contracts  ("A"  and 
^'  B  ")  arises  at  the  threshold,  and  its  solution  is  imperative, 
as  it  clearly  appears  that  one  or  both  are  part  6t  the  alleged 
combination  agreement.  These  contracts  are  set  up  in  the 
bill  and  are  in  evidence,  as  one  of  the  fundamental  grounds 
for  the  relief  sought,  and  unless  they  are  valid  the  rule  is  ele- 
mentary (McMuUen  v.  Hoifman^  174  U.  S.  689,  664,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  839,  43  L.  Ed.  1117)  that ''  no  court  will  lend  its  assist- 
ance in  any  way  towards  carrying  out  the  terms ''  of  such 
contract,  ^'nor  will  a  court  of  equity  enforce  any  alleg^ 
rights  directly  springing"  therefrom.  So,  their  validity 
must  be  ascertained,  under  the  issue,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  any  relief  in  equity,  irrespective  either  of  the  seeming 
want  of  equity  in  the  attitude  of  the  defendant  respecting 
such  issue,  or  hardships  which  may  be  imposed  upon  the  com- 
plainant. The  contention  that  the  complainant  may  rest  claim 
for  infringement  upon  the  patents  alone,  without  reference  to 
the  license  contracts,  under  the  rule  that  use  of  the  invention 
contrary  to  the  terms  of  license  constitutes  infringement,  is 
without  force,  if  assumed  to  be  otherwise  tenable,  for  the 
reason  that  bill  and  testimony  claim  the  benefits  of  the  con- 
tract, and  each  is  wholly  directed  to  enforcement  of  its  terms. 
Indeed,  the  relief  prayed  for  in  every  aspect  requires  the 
contract  for  its  sanction.  With  the  case  thus  predicated, 
the  validity  of  the  contract  is  directly  and  primarily  in- 
volved, and  the  authorities  cited  and  pressed  for  [23 1  con- 
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sideration  as  denouncing  collateral  inquiry  or  attack  (vide 
Harrison  v.  Ghicoae  Sugar  Ref,  Oo^  116  Fed.  804,  807,  58 
a  C.  A.  484,  58  L.  R.  A.  915,   and  Dennehy  v.  MoNvUa^  86 
Fed.  825,  827,  80  C.  C.  A.  422, 41  L.  B.  A.  609,  in  this  circuit, 
and  CormoWy  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Go.^  184  U.  S.  540,  545, 22 
Sup.  Ct.  431, 46  L.  Ed.  679)  are  plainly  inapplicable,  and  the 
test  mentioned  in  the  Wi»wda  Case  (86  Fed.  671,  674,  30 
C.  C.  A.  839)  for  marking  the  distinction  between  direct  and 
collateral  attack,  lends  no  support  to  the  contention  upon 
that  point.    Were  it  questionable,  in  any  view  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  bill,  whether  it  was  open  to  such  inquiry,  doubt 
would  be  set  at  rest  by  these  express  allegations  thereof; 
that  like  contracts  were  made  with  other  manufacturers  to 
the  extent  of  embracing  in  the  ^'  license  system "  thereof 
'^  substantially  all  manufacturers  of  threshing  machinery  on 
this  continent,"  and  all  pneumatic  straw  stackers  made  in  the 
United  States  and  Canada;  that  violations  by  the  defend- 
ant— sale  at  less  than  the  price  fixed  being  one  of  the 
charges — endanger  the  entire  system,  leading  ^^to  dissatis- 
faction and  unrest  on  the  part  of  the  other  licensees  "  and 
encouraging  like  violations.    YtHiether  the  system  thus  re- 
ferred to  may  not  be  within  the  lawful  exercise  of  patent 
privileges,  is,  of  course,  another  question,  dependent  in  each 
case  upon  the  facts  which  enter  into  the  arrangement,  but  it 
cannot  be  doubted  that  the  contracts  which  make  up  the 
system  are  open  to  challenge,  either  for  monopoly  not  author- 
ized by  the  patent  law,  or  for  other  taint.    Equity  is  not 
content  to  enforce  an  agreement  upon  its  form  alone,  but  will 
search  beyond  its  terms  to  ascertain  the  true  object,  when 
the  issue  of  legitimacy  is  raised.    I  am  satisfied  that  such 
issue  is  presented  here,  and  must  be  determined  under  the 
evidence. 

The  question  of  the  lawfulness  of  the  monopoly  created  by 
the  contracts  and  license  system  in  suit  is  one  of  mixed  law 
and  fact  The  substantial  facts  are  well  established,  if  not 
conceded,  and  the  inferences  of  fact  impress  me  as  free  from 
difficulty,  unless  it  be  in  reference  to  the  nature  of  invention 
in  one  or  more  of  the  patents,  which  enters  into  the  ultimate 
inquiry  of  the  effect  of  the  combination.    Laying  out  of  view 
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the  feature  of  property  in  patents  (owned  or  to  be  acquired) 
involved  in  the  argument,  the  doctrine  is  settled  that  the 
monopoly  in  trade  created  by  the  agreement  violates  the  ex- 
press terms  of  Act  Cong.  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  §  8, 26  Stat.  209 
[XL  S-  Comp.  St.  p.  3200],  known  as  the  "Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act "  (as  well  as  the  common-law)  so  that  the  contract 
cannot  be  upheld,  unless  saved  from  invalidity  by  the  ele- 
ment of  patent  license  referred  to.  Bement  v.  National  Har- 
row Co,,  186  U.  S.  70,  92,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058; 
Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  486,  48  L.  Ed.  679.  On  the  other  hand,  the  grant 
of  a  patent  creates  a  lawful  monopoly,  for  the  term  of  the 
grant,  in  use  of  the  invention,  and  the  right  of  the  owner 
(patentee  or  assignee)  is  well  recognized,  to  parcel  out,  re- 
strict, or  withhold  such  use,  at  will ;  and  he  may  fix  the  price 
at  which  the  patented  article  or  product  shall  be  marketed. 
With  the  aggregation  of  patents  embraced  in  this  combina- 
tion agreement  how  [24]  ever,  the  question  of  the  applica- 
bility in  all  phases  of  the  one  and  the  other  of  the  above-men- 
tioned rules  is  not,  as  I  believe,  settled  by  the  authorities. 
The  decisions  are  not  harmonious  in  cases  which  seem  to  be 
analogous  in  certain  features,  so  that  the  question,  broadly 
stated,  remains  at  large,  to  be  determined  upon  general  prin- 
ciples which  are  settled,  both  in  reference  to  the  public  policy 
,of  the  laws  respectively  which  restrain  general  monopolies, 
and  those  which  confer  a  limited  monopoly  for  inventions  and 
literary  productions,  and  in  the  light  of  the  leading  opinions 
dted.  Nor  can  the  conclusions  yield  to  the  influence  (sug- 
gested in  argument)  of  the  grave  interests  which  may  be 
effected  upon  the  one  side,  or  of  privity  or  alleged  misconduct 
or  inconsistent  acts  of  the  other  pail^y. 

The  primary  contract  ("A")  grants  license  to  the  manu- 
facturers under  21  United  States  patents  expressly  named, 
and  two  Canadian  patents,  ^'  relating  to  the  art  or  method  of 
taking  straw  and  dust  from  threshing  machines,"  which  the 
licensor  "controls  by  ownership  or  exclusive  license,*'  and 
extends  "  until  the  full  end  of  the  term  of  any  such  patent " 
owned  by  it,  or  of  the  license  under  patents  which  are  thus 
controlled,  together  with  "  any  inventions  which  may  be  here- 
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after  acquired  "  by  the  licensor.  The  terms  to  be  observed  do 
not  require  specification  for  the  present  purpose,  except  that 
the  royalty  to  be  paid  is  $30  on  each  stacker  made  ^^  embody- 
ing any  of  said  inventions  or  improvements,"  and  ^'  the  sell- 
ing price  to  users  of  machines"  thereunder  must  be  $250, 
when  sold  on  time,  or  $235  for  cash  sales,  with  agency  com- 
missions limited  to  $25 ;  and  the  licensee  is  not  to  dispute  the 
patents  "  directly  or  indirectly  "  nor  "  make  their  alleged 
invalidity  a  defense  "  in  any  manner.  This  agreement  was 
executed  between  the  present  parties  April  8, 1895.  On  Jan- 
uary 20,  1899,  they  made  a  supplemental  agreement  ('^  B  ") 
in  compromise  of  differences,  which  I  deem  immaterial  for 
the  present  consideration,  unless  it  be  in  the  provision  that 
the  licensee  "  will  not,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  raise  any 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  contract  ("A")  which  it 
reaffirms 

This  license  agreement,  upon  its  face,  does  not  depart,  as 
I  assume,  from  the  customary  forms  of  a  license  system,  ex- 
cept in  the  great  number  of  patents  included,  and,  perhaps, 
the  extent  or  indefiniteness  of  the  term  which  may  be  implied 
from  the  recitals.  The  testimony  is  voluminous  in  reference 
to  numerous  additional  patents  which  have  been  acquired 
by  the  complainant,  from  licensees  and  others,  in  the  develop- 
ment of  its  system,  so  that  its  so-called  ''  patent  properties 
exceed  100  in  number,"  although  five  only  are  alleged  in  the 
bill  to  be  invaded  by  the  defendant's  structure.  While  I  have 
deemed  it  unnecessary  to  examine  this  array  of  patents,  in 
detail,  except  the  five  referred  to — not  even  to  ascertain  their 
relation  respectively,  remote,  or  otherwise,  to  the  wind  stacker 
art — these  general  facts  are  either  conceded  or  undisputed. 
Many  of  the  patents  named  in  the  contract  and  subsequently 
acquired  are  of  no  substantial  value;  many  are  neither  used 
nor  applicable  for  practical  use  by  any  of  the  licensees  in  the 
system;  some  are  used  only  by  single  licensees;  and,  however 
the  fact  may  be  in  reference  to  the  five  alleged  to  be  in- 
fringed, the  [26]  patent  devices  combined  under  the  tenns 
of  the  license  are  not,  "  in  whole  or  in  part,  capable  of  con- 
joint use  in  a  single  machine."  On  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  these  patents,  it  is  obvious  upon  their  face  that  all 
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are  not  of  such  relation  and  character  that  each  is  needful, 
in  any  sense,  to  protect  the  just  monopoly  granted  to  any 
patentee  in  the  list,  as  pioneer  or  subordinate  invention,  al- 
though a  portion  may  be  so  related  and  useful  to  one  another, 
when  associated  under  the  license.  Moreover,  the  fact  is  not 
only  presumptive  from  the  grants,  but  appears  on  the  face 
of  the  patents  respectively — whatever  view  is  adopted  of  the 
legitimate  scope  of  invention  in  the  alleged  pioneer  pneu- 
matic stacker — that  more  or  less  of  the  patents  included  in 
the  license  system  are  not  in  interference  with  either  of  the 
prior  inventions  disclosed  in  any  of  the  patents;  and  that 
such  devices  are  capable  of  independent  use  in  an  independ- 
ent mechanism  of  Uie  art. 

Upon  these  premises  alone— of  numerous  patents  covering 
various  inventions  in  the  ownership  of  a  single  purchaser, 
and  license  issued  thereunder  for  exclusive  use  of  the  inven- 
tions by  licensees  upon  the  terms  specified — the  rule  is  as- 
sumed (for  the  present  consideration)  to  be  settled  that 
monopoly  of  such  inventions  is  within  the  objects  of  the 
grants,  and  that  the  transactions  do  not,  prima  facie,  violate 
the  general  provisions  of  law  against  combinations  in  re- 
straint of  trade.  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Company^ 
186  U.  S.  70,  93,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058.  Neverthe- 
less,  I  am  satisfied  that  monopoly  thus  secured  to  be  immune 
from  the  anti-trust  act,  must  be  referable  solely  to  the  in- 
ventions under  the  patents,  and  that  a  combination  of 
licensees  formed  thereunder  may  create  a  monopoly  which 
exceeds  the  legitimate  scope  of  the  patent  privileges,  not 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  provisions  for  the  grant, 
and  thus  violate  the  general  act  referred  to — ^with  or  without 
intentional  co-operation  on  the  part  of  the  licensor.  In  other 
words,  while  exercise  of  the  right  which  the  authorities  con- 
cede to  be  inherent  in  the  grant,  of  obtaining  several  patents 
by  purchase  and  combining  them  in  a  license,  results,  in  a 
sense,  in  combination  of  licensor  and  licensees  to  uphold 
monopoly  of  the  inventions,  which  may  be  lawful,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  such  combination  must  be  limited  to  the  express 
policy  and  object  of  the  patent  grant — monopoly  in  bene- 
ficial use  of  a  specific  invention — and  when  extended  beyond 
that  purpose  by  concert  of  action,  may  thus  be  brought 
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within  the  inhibition  of  the  general  law ;  that  this  right  to 
assemble  and  hold  patent  properties,  alike  with  the  instance 
in  the  Northern  Securities  Case,  may  be  abused ;  may  be  the 
means  and  guise  for  creating  what  has  been  aptly  termed 
^'a  conspiracy  of  monopolists,"  so  that  the  act  which  is 
otherwise  innocent  and  within  individual  rights  becomes  un- 
lawful  as  opposed  to  public  policy  in  the  methods  employed ; 
and  that  the  transaction  must  be  probed,  under  the  issue  be- 
yond the  license  terms,  to  ascertain  the  true  objects  sought 
and  obtained  by  this  combination. 

The  testimony  is  too  voluminous  for  recapitulaticm  here, 
but  the  general  plan  and  purpose  of  the  system  promoted 
and  carried  out  by  the  complainant,  upon  its  own  showing, 
may  be  thus  summarized:  [26]  Owning  the  alleged  pioneer 
patents  of  Buchanan  for  pneumatic  straw-stacker  devices 
(No.  297,561,  of  1884,  soon  to  expire,  and  No.  467,476,  of 
1892),  under  which  its  predecessor  corporation  was  operat- 
ing, the  use  of  such  general  pneumatic  means  in  the  thresh- 
ing machine  art  was  deemed  of  great  value.    Means  along  the 
same  line  were  soon  devised  by  other  inventors — ^notably  the 
patents  expressly  included  in  this  suit,  Nethery's  (1893)  No. 
493,734;  Nethery's  (1894)  No.  517,475;  Landis'  (1894)  No. 
512,658 ;  Landis'  (1894)  No.  514,266— and  were  used  or  about 
to  be  adopted  by  threshing  machine  manufacturers.    By  way 
of  dominating  the  art  these  patents  were  acquired  by  the 
complainant  (or  its  predecessor),  and  the  manufacturers  of 
threshing  machines  throughout  the  country  were  confeder- 
ated in  a  plan  of  concerted  license  under  the  combined  pat- 
ents, with  a  uniform  price  fixed  for  the  product.    Certain 
of  the  patents  were  taken  out  in  Canada  for  extension  of  the 
system  there,  and  all  manufacturers  supplying  both  coun- 
tries wiUi  threshing  machines  were  brought  into  the  arrange- 
ment, which  included  the  purchase  from  licensees  and  others 
of  any  patents,  either  in  use  or  liable  to  "  disturb  the  har- 
mony "  of  the  plan.    In  the  course  of  carrying  forward  the 
system,  other  patents  were  acquired  from  time  to  time — both 
from  subsequent  licensees  to  bring  them  in  and  from  other 
patentees  when  conflict  seemed  possible — all  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  uniform  license  which  was  expressly  de- 
signed to  preserve  to  the  licensor  the  bulk  royalty  named  in 
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the  lioense,  and  as  well  to  preserve  among  ihe  manufacturers 
unity  in  the  selling  price  of  all  machines  made  under  either 
of  the  patent  devices,  irrespective  of  validity  or  value  of 
either  of  the  purported  inventions.  The  contract  "A"  in 
suit  is  one  of  the  series  uniting  the  threshing  machine  manu- 
facturers— for  other  kindred  manufacturers  were  ultimately 
included  as  joint  licensees — and  each  licensee  entered  the 
system  with  full  understanding  of  and  concurrence  in  the 
design.  The  complainant  was,  therefore,  the  promoter  of  a 
two-fold  combination  of  numerous  patent  properties  and  of 
all  manufacturers  of  threshing  machines,  whereby  great  in- 
terests were  affected — unquestionably  within  the  language  (if 
not  the  scope)  of  the  anti-trust  act,  as  ''  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  na- 
tions" (section  1  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  or  "to 
monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  "  thereof  (section  2  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]). 

Indeed,  the  design  as  above  recited  is  expressly  referred  to 
in  one  of  the  briefs  of  the  complainant,  in  various  forms, 
by  way  of  indicating  equities  in  favor  of  the  relief  sought 
by  the  bill,  of  which  the  following  citations  are  examples : 

(a)  In  one  paragraph  the  complainant  is  thus  extolled: 

"  Not  only  is  it  the  owner  of  a  vast  number  of  letters  patent  iden- 
tified in  this  record  relating  to  all  i)hases  and  conditions  of  the  wind- 
stacker  industry,  but  it  also  stands  before  this  court  as  the  practical 
creator  of  that  industry,  and  without  whose  faith  in  such  industry, 
and  the  patents  represented  thereby,  such  industry  would  not  to-day 
exist,  or  if  existing,  would  have  existed  in  the  shape  of  discordant 
factions,  contests  in  the  courts,  Injunctional  proceedings  against  manu- 
facturers and  users,  as  widely  variant  as  they  are  patentees  of  a 
hundred  patents." 

[27]  (b)  In  black-faced  type,  the  benefits  of  the  contract 
are  thus  stated : 

**  The  royalty  of  |?K)  per  wind  stacker  to  complainant ;  the  profit  of 
$100  per  wind  stacker  to  defendants ;  and  the  price  of  |250  per  wind 
stacker  to  the  ultimate  purchaser  or  user  or  fanner  were  entirely 
•  satisfactory '  to  aU." 

(c)  The  testimcMiy  is  mentioned  as  convincing: 

'*  That  these  defendants  have  received  from  this  complainant  a  pro- 
tection represoiting  a  large  money  consideration  over  and  above  the 
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royalty  fee  of  $80  " ;  and,  "  that  the  complainant  went  widely  beyond 
any  duties  imposed  upon  it  by  the  terms  of  the  license,  and  that  to 
prevent  any  possible  claim  against  any  of  complainant's  licensees  for 
infringement  of  letters  patent,  and  to  protect  each  licensee  in  the  un- 
disturbed conduct  of  its  business  of  the  manufacture  of  '  wind  stack- 
ers,' complainant  has  simply  paid  out  vast  sums  of  money  in  the  pur- 
chase of  letters  patent,  the  existence  of  which  in  the  hands  of  third 
or  hostile  parties  might  be  used  either  as  weapons  of  direct  assault 
against  complainant's  respective  licensees,  by  possible  suits  for  in- 
fringement, or  might  be  used  in  particular  localities  to  destroy  the 
business  of  particular  licensees  by  reason  of  an  attempt  to  manufac- 
ture wind  stackers  in  destruction  of  an  established  trade  by  such 
licensees^  respectively." 

{d)  And  again : 

**The  resulting  advantages  of  the  peyment  of  these  vast  sums  of 
money,  and  of  the  purchase  of  these  patents  by  complainant,  all  enur- 
ing alone  to  the  benefit  of  the  req>ectlve  licensees  (and  to  none  other 
more  than  those  defendants),  would,  in  itself,  as  a  consideration, 
Justify  the  payment  of  a  license  fee  or  a  reasonable  compensation  in 
distinguishment  from  the  monopoly  represented  by  the  patents  Identi- 
fied by  the  license  right;  and  this  fact  is  just  as  certain,  and  these 
conditions  are  just  as  operative  as  a  protection  to  these  defendants 
under  their  license,  even  if  by  any  chance  defendants  could  invent  a 
wind  stacker  so  radically  different  from  the  wind  stacker  of  all  of  the 
patents  of  complainant  as  admittedly  not  to  come  under  or  infringe 
any  claim  of  any  such  patents." 

{e)  So,  the  liberality  of  the  contract  is  referred  to  as  ex- 
empting the  defendant  from  royalty,  if  its  so>caUed  Norton 
Stacker  lay  outside  of  any  of  the  patents,"  while  entitled  to 
^  have  all  the  benefits  and  advantages  of  that  license  without 
its  royalty  burdens,"  and  the  further  benefits  are  thus  enu- 
merated : 


«« 


The  defendant  could  and  would  sell  its  wind  stackers  at  the  price 
of  $250,  because  that  price  is  the  price  fixed  for  the  market  by  com- 
plainant's monopoly,  and  adhered  to  by  every  other  manufacturer  in 
the  United  States  and  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  there  would  be  no 
reason  why  this  single  defendant,  as  an  exception,  should  sell  at  a  less 
price.  Complainant's  license  contract  and  their  more  than  100  patents 
would  be  equaUy  as  valuable  to  defendant  as  to  the  other  licensees, 
because  such  patents  are  a  barricade  and  protection  from  any  other 
manufacturer  entering  the  field  of  industry,  the  practical  result  being 
that  the  defendant  would  take  his  |1Q0  profits  upon  each  wind  stacker 
manufactured  and  sold,  and  this  solely  by  reason  of  the  fact  of  com- 
plainant's patents  and  the  binding  license  obligations  upon  all  other 
wind-stacker  manufiacturers  of  the  country." 
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(/)  The  further  consideration  for  the  agreement  is  urged, 
that  the  complainant  was  to  withdraw  from  the  field  as  manu- 
facturers, and  thus  free  the  licensees  from  such  competition. 

These  propositions,  therefore,  impress  me  as  clearly  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence:  That  monopoly  in  the  general  so- 
called  "  wind-stacker ''  products  was  both  intended  and  ac- 
complished without  reference  either  to  any  specific  invention 
or  the  validity  of  any  patent  and  not  referable  alone  to  any 
patent  or  group  of  patents;  that  the  several  [28]  patents 
purporting  to  cover  that  field,  which  were  purchased  by  the 
complainant,  were  potent  if  not  essential  means  to  the  end 
thus  sought,  and  the  other  patents  which  were  acquired  from 
time  to  time  were  at  least  helpful;  that  concurrence  of  the 
manufacturers,  in  unity  of  action,  to  prevent  competition  in 
"  wind  stackers  "  of  any  form,  was  alike  potent  and  plainly 
essential  to  carry  out  the  plan ;  and  that  the  agreement  fixing 
the  selling  price  for  any  form  of  the  product  was  solely  for 
the  benefit  of  the  manufacturers — the  basis  of  their  concur- 
rence— and,  in  no  sense,  attributable  to  either  patent  in  the 
list,  nor  to  specific  invention  in  either  of  the  patent  devices. 
Doubtless,  the  complainant's  initial  object  was  a  plan  for 
royalties  from  all  manufacturers,  with  its  Budianan  patents 
as  the  germ  (especially  the  first  one,  with  brief  term  to  run) 
and  acquisition  of  all  other  patents,  which  might  be  brought 
into  competition,  both  by  way  of  entrenching  and  perpetuat- 
ing its  claim,  and  to  reach  all  who  were  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture of  tlie  various  forms  of  "  wind  stackers."  While  such 
plan  of  cumulative  ownership  of  patents,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  royalty  alone  imder  the  protection  of  all,  is  sanc- 
tioned by  the  authorities — ^notably,  Bement  v.  National  nar- 
row Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Ct  747, 46  L.  Ed.  1068— as  be- 
tween licensor  and  a  licensee,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  com- 
bination of  all  manufacturers  under  the  plan  of  acquisition 
and  for  the  purposes  above  outlined,  is  without  such  sanction, 
so  that  no  escape  appears  from  the  conclusion  that  it  violates 
the  anti-trust  act,  if  not  the  common  law.  It  is  unmistakably 
a  combination  of  manufacturers  to  restrain  competition  in 
the  make  and  sale  of  their  products,  with  merger  of  the  pai>- 
ents  in  one  ownership  as  a  means  employed  for  that  purpose, 
and  thus  not  entitled  to  the  beneficent  role  of  the  patent  law 
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which  intends  protecti<xi  only  of  monopoly  of  the  use  of 
specific  invention — not  to  foster  combinations  of  patentees 
and  manufacturers  for  ^neral  monopoly. 

The  complainant  relies  upon  the  line  of  authorities  defin- 
ing and  upholding  the  rights  of  monopoly  under  patents  (as 
I  have  above  summarised  their  rule) ,  with  special  reference 
to  these  recent  cases  as  decisive:  Bement  v.  National  Harrow 
Co.,  186  U.  S.  70, 22  Sup.  Ct.  747, 46  L.  Ed.  1058,  and  United 
States  Con.  S.  Raisin  Co.  v,  Griffln  dk  SkeUy  Co^  126  Fed. 
364,  61  C.  C.  A.  334.  The  firat-mentioned  case  is  controlling 
in  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  here,  and  is  not  without  force  in 
the  one  aspect  of  combining  numerous  patents  in  single 
ownership  and  granting  license  thereunder  upon  terms  analo- 
gous to  the  single  license  set  out  in  this  bilL  But  the  case 
there  decided  is  plainly  distinguished  by  the  express  terms 
of  the  opinion  from  the  combination  between  the  licensor 
and  the  various  manufacturers  above  indicated.  That  was  a 
hearing  on  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  (after 
the  state  Court  of  Appeals  had  reversed  for  want  of  juris- 
diction to  review  the  facts),  and  the  only  reviewable  ques- 
tion, as  stated  in  the  opinion,  was  the  validity  of  the  single 
contract  in  suit,  with  no  facts  found  of  a  combination  of 
licensees  as  set  up  th^e  m  the  answer.  So,  the  question  of 
the  effect  of  such. alleged  combinaticm  was  not  reviewable 
under  the  findings,  and  was  excluded  from  consideration,  as 
the  opinion  carefully  and  repeatedly  points  [29]  out;  and  it 
furnishes  no  support  for  the  agreement  in  suit.  The  Raisin 
Co.  Case,  supra,  if  otherwise  applicable,  is  expressly  founded 
upon  a  view  of  the  last-mentioned  decision  .of  the  Supreme 
Court  which  overlooks  the  distinction  referred  to,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  and  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  that  view;  and  I  deem 
it  distinguishable,  in  any  event,  from  the  combination  which 
appears  in  the  case  at  bar. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  decisions  in  the  Third  Circuit,  in 
National  Harrow  Company  v.  Hench  (C.  C.)  76  Fed.  667, 
in  the  Circuit  Court  and  upon  appeal,  83  Fed.  36,  27  C.  C.  A. 
349,  39  L.  R.  A.  299,  impress  me  as  stating  the  true  rule 
which  should  govern  the  present  contract,  and  the  conclusion 
of  illegality  in  the  present  combination  may  well  rest  on  the 
grounds  there  expressed. 
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I  am  further  impressed,  however,  with  special  features, 
which  enter  into  this  arrangement,  in  reference  to  the  patents 
(not  appearing  in  any  of  the  cases  called  to  attention) ,  lending 
force,  as  I  believe,  to  the  contention  of  unlawful  monopoly. 
When  the  undertaking  was  started,  the  pneumatic  straw 
stacker  was  not  a  mere  experiment,  but  in  practical  use,  as  an 
attachment  to  or  part  of  the  threshing  machine.  Its  useful- 
ness and  popularity  were  well  recognized,  in  various  of  the 
patent  forms.  Manufacturers  of  threshing  machines  were 
either  making  them  under  a  patent,  or  procuring  them  from 
a  nuiker,  to  be  used  with  the  machine;  and  many,  if  not  all, 
of  such  manufacturers  were  desirous  of  license,  under  one 
or  another  of  the  existing  patents,  to  make  the  stacker  in 
connection  with  their  machine.  The  five  patents  named  in 
the  bill  as  infringed  were  then  in  the  field — ^with  others 
listed  in  the  license,  which  do  not  call  for  special  reference — 
as  competitors  for  that  trade;  and  it  is  unmistakable  that  this 
condition  was  a  moving  cau^  for  the  combination.  Con- 
sideration of  these  patraits,  in  the  light  of  the  prior  art  and 
in  relation  to  each  other,  is  of  interest — ^and  in  one  view 
essential — ^to  show  their  bearing  upon  the  plan.  Up<m  the 
issue  of  infringement  they  were  elaborately  discussed  in  the 
oral  arguments  (and  as  well  in  the  briefs),  and  I  have  given 
much  time  to  their  careful  examination.  For  the  purposes 
of  the  present  point,  however,  it  seems  inadvisable  to  discuss 
in  detail  the  claims  under  either,  or  the  prior  art  (upon 
which  direct  issues  may  hereafter  arise),  and  a  summary 
statement  of  my  deductions  and  their  basis  will  serve  for 
application  here. 

On  behalf  of  complainant,  it  is  contended  that  Buchanan's 
patent  No.  467,476  (which  it  then  owned)  was  the  first  suc- 
cessful stacker  in  this  art — ^the  pioneer  ''wind  stacker" — 
with  the  four  succeeding  patents  of  Nethery  and  Landis 
(Noa  498,734,  517,475,  512,553,  and  514,266)  as  mere  im- 
provements, but  entitled  to  liberal  interpretation.  This  view 
of  the  second  Buchanan  patent,  as  dominating  the  art,  is 
untenable,  upon  my  understanding  of  the  prior  Buchanan 
patent  No.  297,561  (of  1884)  and  various  earlier  patents  and 
publications  in  evidence;  and  the  Nethery  and  Landis  patents 
impresB  me  as  departures  fnnn  any  patentable  novelty  in 
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No.  467,476  of  Buchanan — ^not  in  ccmflict  or  dominated  by 
it — ^but  alike  with  its  unprovements  upon  No.  297,561  and 
other  prior  devices.  The  first  Buchanan  patent  of  1884  may 
fairly  be  assumed  as  the  pioneer  in  this  country  of  the  pres- 
ent form  of  pneumatic  straw  stacker,  although  all  its  gen- 
eral features  [30]  are  anticipated  in  the  British  patent  of 
Brinsmead  (1868)  and  other  early  foreign  devices  shown  in 
patents  and  publications.  His  second  patent  (in  suit)  is 
unmistakably  of  the  same  general  form,  with  improvement 
in  stacking  function  through  means  for  vertical  movement 
of  the  trunk  and  other  details;  so  Netherly  and  Landis  have 
improved  with  other  specific  means,  but  neither  has  departed 
from  the  general  form  and  pneumatic  idea  disclosed  in  the 
original  Buchanan  patent  With  the  expiration  of  that 
patent,  at  the  utmost,  each  of  the  improvers  was  entitled  to 
the  use  of  its  disclosures,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  no  inven- 
tion of  either  improver  was  invaded  by  the  other.  In  Bu- 
chanan's second  patent  tAe  improved  means  was  adapted 
from  the  old  art — a  mere  development  of  the  primary  con- 
ception, when  called  for  in  practical  use,  to  accommodate  the 
stacking — of  undoubted  value,  but  not  entitled  to  functional 
dominition. 

As  non-interfering  patents  of  conceded  utility  each  was 
open  to  independent  use  by  manufacturers  under  license 
from  the  patentee,  and  it  must  be  inferred  that  the  pooling 
of  the  patents  and  enlistment  of  all  manufacturers  in  a  pool 
contract  was  mutually  entered  into  in  that  view,  and  with 
special  reference,  on  the  part  of  complainant,  to  the  early 
expiration  of  the  first  Buchanan  patent.  The  royalty  value 
of  each  rested  upon  the  practical  value  of  the  improvement 
and  the  market  was  at  hand,  equally  open  to  each,  before  the 
combination;  each  appears  to  have  meritorious  features  to 
give  it  standing  in  that  market.  Thus  all  of  the  patents  above 
specified — and  others,  as  well,  included  in  the  arrangement — 
were  in  the  attitude  of  competitors  with  each  other  for  use 
under  royalty,  by  the  manufacturers,  while  the  manufac- 
turers were  in  competition  with  each  other,  both  for  bar- 
gaining to  obtain  license  and  in  sale  of  their  products.  The 
patentees  were  among  themselves,  therefore,  in  that  sense, 
equally  with  the  manufacturers,  rivals  in  trade  for  royalty 
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use— presumptively  so  as  to  all  in  the  same  line  of  use,  and 
as  matter  of  fact  in  reference  to  those  above  mentioned — and 
thus,  as  I  believe,  within  the  letter  and  policy  of  the  law 
which  prohibits  combinations  between  such  '^  possible  rivals 
in  trade."  Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States^  198 
U.  8.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct  486,  48  L.  Ed.  679;  Swift  dk  Go.  v. 
United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  25  Sup.  Ct.  276, 49  L.  Ed.  518; 
CaarroU  v.  Greenvnch  Ins.  Co.,  199  U.  S.  401, 409,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
66,  50  L.  Ed.  246.  The  settled  rule  in  reference  to  the  privi- 
leges vested  in  patent  property  is  not  overlooked  in  this  view. 
As  tersely  stated  in  the  opinion  by  Judge  Baker,  speaking 
for  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  in  Victor  Talking  Machine 
V.  The  Fair,  123  Fed.  424,  426,  61  C.  C.  A.  58,  60,  "  without 
applying  to  the  Patent  Office,  one  may  make  and  use  and 
sell  the  device  that  embodies  his  invention.  That  is  his 
natural  right.  Within  his  domain,  the  patentee  is  czar.  The 
people  must  take  the  invention  on  the  terms  he  dictates,  or 
let  it  alone  for  17  years.  Cries  of  restraint  of  trade  and  im- 
pairment of  the  freedom  of  sales  are  unavailing,  because  for 
the  promotion  of  the  useful  arts  the  Constitution  and  statutes 
authorize  this  very  monopoly." 

Nor  do  I  overlook  the  recognized  right  (as  before  men- 
tioned) of  the  patent  owner,  as  such  czar  '^  within  his  do- 
main," either  to  suppress  his  own  or  prescribe  the  terms  of 
its  use  by  others;  or  to  own  [31]  and  enforce  monopoly 
under  several  patents.  Nevertheless,  as  I  conceive  the  rule, 
without  the  domain  of  monopoly  for  each  individual  inven- 
tion, the  owner  stands  on  an  equality  with  all  other  prop- 
erty owners  and  is  equally  amenable  to  the  general  law 
against  confederation  with  others,  tending  to  create  another 
kind  of  monopoly,  through  concerted  action  of  the  confed- 
erates. 

The  patent  privilege  is  granted  by  the  government  by 
excluding  others  from  its  use,  unless  licensed  by  the  patentee 
as  owner;  and  this  exclusive  use  is  strictly  enforced  by  the 
courts;  and  if  properly  termed  a  monopoly — a  definition  not 
accepted  by  all  the  authorities — it  is  readily  distinguishable 
from  that  of  the  common  law.  For  enforcement  it  requires 
neither  the  aid  of  other  patent  privileges,  nor  concurrence  of 
third  parties;  nor  can  combination  with  other  patents  lend 
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support  for  its  judicial  enforcement  The  right  of  the  owner 
to  purchase  and  enjoy  other  patent  privileges  by  way  of  in- 
vestment or  increase  of  royalties,  together  with  all  other 
recognized  property  rights  therein,  except  the  exclusive  use 
of  each  invention  conferred  by  the  grants  are  held  alike  with 
the  rights  common  to  other  property  owners  to  make  them 
profitable.  So,  the  nature  of  the  patent  privilege  confers  no 
immunity  to  combine  with  other  patentees  or  under  other 
patents  in  a  confederation  of  users,  when  such  combination 
is  prohibited  generally,  as  in  the  terms  of  the  anti-trust  act. 
While  purchase  alone  of  the  outstanding  patents,  interfering 
or  noninterfering,  by  the  complainant,  might  be  within  its 
rights,  the  combination  which  was  entered  into,  with  that  as 
one  of  its  means,  as  I  believe,  violated  the  law.  The  ar- 
rangement was  not  within  the  rule,  which  is  of  general  ap- 
plication, that  differences  may  be  composed  and  litigation 
settled  between  the  parties  by  bona  fide  compromises.  Nor 
was  the  foreclosure  which  it  contemplated,  of  all  questions 
as  to  the  validity  or  value  of  any  patent  brought  into  the 
combination,  justifiable  under  the  circumstances;  and  I  am 
of  opinion  it  was  opposed  to  public  policy. 

With  the  contracts  thus  viewed,  neither  is  enforceable  in 
equity,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

Decree  will  be  entered  accordingly,  but  final  orders  respect- 
ing the  funds  in  court  will  be  reserved  until  the  parties  can 
be  heard  on  application  for  appeal  and  stay,  if  so  advised. 


[486]  UNITED  STATES  v.  TERMINAL  R.  ASS*N  OF 

ST.  LOUIS  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Ck)urt,  B.  D.  Missouri,  B.  D.    October  25, 1906.) 

[14S  Fed.  486.1 

WrrifESSES — ^Pboductton  of  Documents — ^Powebs  of  Ck>UBT  of 
Equity. — ^A  court  of  equity  has  power  to  compel  the  production  of 
books  and  papers  by  Tirtue  of  its  inherent  and  general  Jurisdiction, 
and  this  power  is  not  confined  to  the  parties  to  the  suit,  but  extends 
to  third  persons.* 

^  See  XJ,  8.  v.  Terminal  R.  Ass^n  (154  Fed.  268) ;  post,  page  265. 
*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  CJo. 
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Same. — Sitbpcbna  Duces  Tecum— Bbtusal  to  Obet.— A  witness  can- 
not excuse  his  failure  to  produce  boolLS  and  papers  in  obedience  to 
a  subpoena  duces  tecum  on  the  ground  that  the  eyidence  called  for 
is  immaterial,  irrelevant,  or  incompetent  under  the  issues  in  the 
case;  that  question  being  one  for  the  court  to  determine  when  the 
evidence  is  offered. 

Same — Gbounds  fob  Issuance. — ^To  entitle  a  party  to  a  subpoena 
duces  tecum  to  require  a  witness  to  produce  books  and  papers,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  court  should  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  of  their  relevancy  and  materiality  as  evidence,  but  a  showing 
which  establishes  a  reasonable  ground  to  believe  they  may  be  so  is 
sufficient,  especially  where  the  application  is  made  by  the  United 
States  in  a  suit  of  ptiblic  Interest  and  importance. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  50,  Witnesses, 
ft  20.] 

Same. — ^The  fourth  constitutional  amendment,  prohibiting  unreason- 
able searches  and  seizures,  aJDTords  no  protection  to  a  witness  for 
his  refusal  to  produce  books  and  papers  admittedly  in  his  possession 
in  obedience  to  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  issued  by  a  court  of  equity. 

In  Equity.  On  motion  of  R.  M.  Fraser  to  quash  subpoena 
duces  tecum. 

John  F.  Lee  and  E.  C,  Kramer^  for  the  motion. 
D,  P.  Dyer^  C.  H.  Krum^  E.  C.  Crow^  and  Chas.  Nagel^ 
opposed. 

F^KELNBUKG,  District  Judge. 

The  matters  now  submitted  to  the  court  arise  in  a  suit 
brought  by  the  government  of  the  United  States  against  the 
Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis 
Bridge  Company,  the  Merchants'  Bridge  Company,  the  Wig- 
gins Ferry  Company,  the  Merchants'  Terminal  Railway 
Company,  and  14  trunk  line  railroad  companies  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce  to  and  from  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  be- 
sides some  other  parties  defendant  unnecessary  to  mention 
for  the  purpose  of  this  inquiry. 

The  bill  of  complaint  is  lengthy.  It  is  largely  historical. 
It  recites  the  history  of  the  St.  Louis  Bridge  (commonly 
known  as  the  "  Eads  Bridge  ") ,  the  Merchants'  Bridge,  and 
the  Wiggins  Ferry,  the  three  instrumentalities  for  transport- 
ing freight  and  passengers  across  the  river  at  St.  Louis,  Mo., 


86  148  FBDBRAL  BBPOBTBB,  497. 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

and  it  also  gives  the  history  of  the  various  terminal  railway 
companies  on  both  sides  of  the  river.  After  a  great  deal  of 
detail  the  bill  of  complaint,  in  substance,  culminates  in  the 
charge  that  the  defendants,  intending  unlawfully  to  monopo- 
lize trade  and  commerce,  and  intending  to  restrain  and  sup- 
press competition  in  interstate  commerce  at  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
and  East  St  Louis,  HI.,  effected  an  unlawful  combination  or 
consolidation  of  said  bridges  and  ferries,  and  of  the  terminal 
railways  leading  up  to  the  same,  in  the  hands  of  the  Ter- 
minal Kailroad  Association  of  St.  Louis,  and  that  said  Ter- 
minal Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis  is,  in  fact,  owned  and 
con [487]  trolled  by  the  14  railroad  companies  who  are  made 
defendants  in  this  case.  The  bill  then  in  effect  charges  that 
by  reason  of  the  facts  set  forth  the  14  railroad  ccmpanies 
aforesaid,  through  said  Terminal  Kailroad  Association,  con- 
trol all  the  means  for  transporting  freight  and  passengers 
across  the  Mississippi  river  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  that  they  arbi- 
trarily fix  and  exact  unreasonable  charges  and  tolls  to  be 
paid  for  freight  and  passengers  to  be  hauled  and  transferred 
in  interstate  business  between  Illinois  and  Missouri,  and  that 
all  competition  has  been  stifled  and  destroyed  to  the  detri- 
ment of  the  public  and  in  violation  of  Act  Cong.  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8200], 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce,  commonly  known  as  the 
"  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act."  The  bill  finally  charges  that 
the  properties  aforesaid  are  so  operated  by  the  defendants 
as  to  constitute  a  monopoly  in  their  employment  and  con- 
duct of  interstate  commerce  between  the  states  of  Illinois 
and  Missouri  and  the  various  states  of  the  United  States  and 
foreign  countries,  and  so  as  to  exclude  from  participation 
therein  all  carriers  other  than  those  named  as  parties  to  the 
alleged  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  is  also  lengthy.  It  also  goes 
over  the  history  of  these  bridges  and  ferries  and  of  the  ter- 
minal railways  leading  to  and  from  the  same,  and  sets  forth 
in  detail  the  various  transfer  and  traffic  arrangements  by 
which  they  have  come  under  the  single  management  of  the 
Terminal  Bailroad  Association  of  St.  Louis;  but  defendants 
deny  that  the  various  steps  by  which  this  was  done  were  un- 
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lawful,  or  that  it  was  intended  thereby  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  or  stifle  competition,  or  establish  a  monopoly,  or 
that  a  monopoly  was,  in  fact,  created  thereby.  Defendants 
deny  all  the  charges  of  unlawful  combination,  conspiracy,  or 
contracts  or  agreements  to  restrain  or  monopolize  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  interstate  trade  or  commerce,  and 
they  deny  that  they  have  established  or  exacted  unreasonable 
or  exorbitant  rates,  tolls,  or  charges.  On  the  contrary,  de- 
fendants aver  that  the  bringing  together  of  all  the  former 
disjointed  and  diverse  interests  under  the  single  management 
of  the  Terminal  Bailroad  Association  resulted  in  the  better 
handling  of  traffic,  both  freight  and  passenger,  and  that,  in- 
stead of  restraining  trade  or  conmieroe,  it  fostered  and  pro- 
moted the  same  by  affording  greater  and  more  expeditious 
facilities  at  lower  charges.  I  have  stated  the  issues  made  by 
the  pleadings  only  in  a  very  g^ieral  way,  without  any  at- 
tempt at  great  accuracy,  and  only  in  so  far  as  they  seem  to 
me  to  bear  on  the  question  now  before  the  court 

It  appears  from  the  pleadings,  then,  that  this  case  is  one  of 
public  interest,  not  only  to  the  people  of  St  Louis,  but  indi- 
rectly to  the  people  of  the  United  States  generally,  and  the 
bill  of  complaint  states  that  it  is  brought  by  the  United  States 
Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney  Oeneral  of  the  United  States. 
When  the  issues  were  made  up,  an  examiner  was  appointed 
to  take  the  testimony  under  the  sixty-seventh  rule  governing 
proceedings  in  equity,  and  the  taking  of  this  testimony  has 
been  in  progress  for  several  months,  and  is  now  in  progress 
before  such  examiner.  A  few  days  ago  the  attorneys  for  the 
government  came  and  by  an  ap[488]plication  in  writing 
showed  to  the  court  that  certain  record  books  and  papers  of 
certain  ^^  traffic  associations  "  and  '^  freight  committees  ^  in 
this  city  were  needed  by  the  government  as  evidence  before 
the  examiner  in  this  case.  They  asked  for  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  against  B.  M.  Fraser,  in  whose  possession  these  records 
and  papers  were  alleged  to  be.  The  application  was  in  the 
usual  form,  and  was  verified.  A  subpoena  duces  tecum  was 
thereupon  issued  for  the  production  of  these  books  and 
papers  before  the  examiner.    The  associations  whose  records 
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are  called  for  are  the  following:  The  St.  Louis  ooal  traffic 
bureau  and  the  St  Louis  Coal  Traffic  AssodatioD,  the  east- 
bound  freight  committee  of  St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  A  Cin- 
cinnati freight  committee  of  St  Louis,  and  the  St.  Louis  & 
Belleville  freight  committee. 

Mr.  Eraser,  the  person  against  whixn  the  subpoeina  was 
directed,  appeared  before  the  examiner,  stated  his  official 
connection  with  these  associations,  and  admitted  having  the 
books  and  papers  called  for  in  his  possession,  but  refused  to 
produce  them,  and  he  has  filed  a  motion  to  vacate  the  sub- 
poena for  certain  reasons  in  his  motion  set  out,  and  which 
will  be  presently  referred  to.  The  attorneys  for  the  govern- 
ment, on  the  other  hand,  have  moved  for  and  obtained  an 
order  on  Mr.  Eraser  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  com- 
mitted for  contempt  of  court,  to  which  counsel  for  Mr.  Fraser 
have  filed  a  return,  setting  up  substantially  the  same  matters 
which  are  made  the  ground  for  the  motion  to  quadi  the 
subpoena.  Both  these  applications  have  been  heard  and  are 
submitted  together. 

The  first  reason  stated  in  the  motion  to  quash  is  that  the 
traffic  associations  and  freight  committees  whose  books  and 
papers  are  called  for  are  not  parties  to  this  suit,  and  that 
therefore  this  court  has  no  right  to  require  their  production. 
This  ground  for  the  motion  was  not  much  relied  on  in  the 
argument,  and  clearly  it  involves  a  misconception  of  the 
powers  of  this  court.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  court  of  equity 
has  power  to  compel  the  production  of  books  and  papers  in 
virtue  of  its  inherent  and  general  jurisdicticm,  and  this  power 
is  not  confined  to  the  parties  to  the  suit,  but  extends  to  third 
persons.  U.  S.  v.  Bahcock^  8  Dill.  569,  Fed.  Oas.  No.  14,484 ; 
8  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  §  805 ;  HaU  v.  Henkel,  201  U.  S. 
48,  78,  26  Sup.  Ct  870,  50  L.  Ed.  652. 

The  second  ground  in  the  motion  to  quash  is  that  the  evi- 
dence called  for  in  the  subpoena  "  is  wholly  immaterial,  ir- 
relevant, incompetent,  and  improper  evidence  to  the  issues 
in  said  cause."  This  objection  deals  with  the  materiality  of 
the  proposed  evidence  when  the  books  and  papers  are  pro- 
duced, and  it  might  be  sufficient  to  say  that  it  is  no  excuse  for 
not  producing  them  at  all.    In  other  words,  it  is  not  for  the 


XJNITBD   STATES   V.   TSSRMISiJj  JL  ABB'v   OF   ST.   LOUIS.      89 

Opinion  Qt  the  Oonrt 

witness  to  say,  ^  I  will  not  produce  these  records  and  papers 
because  I  believe,  or  I  am  advised,  that  they  would  not  be 
material  if  I  did  produce  them.''  That  would  leave  the  de- 
termination of  the  whole  matter  with  the  witness  himself  and 
the  court  would  be  powerless.  Nor,  it  seems  to  me,  can  this 
question  be  properly  decided  in  advance  by  this  court  upon 
an  application  to  produce  these  books  and  papers,  but  must 
ultimately  be  passed  on  at  the  hearing  when  the  trial  oourt 
has  all  the  evidence  before  it  and  the  actual  situaticm  of  the 
case  with  all  [489]  its  issues  and  bearings  is  made  apparent 
to  the  courts  so  that  it  may  act  intelligently,  and  so  that  a 
refusal  to  admit  the  testimony  may  be  excepted  to  and  made 
part  of  the  record  in  case  of  an  appeal.  Edison  Go.  v.  Elec- 
trie  Co.  (C.  C.)  44  Fed.  296;  U.  S.  v.  Bdboock,  3  Dill.  569, 
Fed.  Cas.  Na  14,484.  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  agree  with  the 
contention  of  respondent's  counsel  that  it  devolves  upon  the 
government  to  satisfy  this  court,  beyond  any  reasonable 
doubt,  that  the  books  and  papers  called  for  in  this  subpoena 
are  relevant  and  material.  I  think  that  for  the  present  all 
that  is  required  is  that  there  should  be  shown  to  be  a  reason- 
able ground  to  believe  that  they  may  be  relevant  and  mate- 
rial— not  palpably  foreign  to  the  subject  of  inquiry — and  I 
think  a  sufficient  showing  has  been  made  in  that  direction. 
The  government  attorneys  state  to  the  court  that  the  books 
and  papers  called  for  are  relevant  and  material  evidence  on 
behfdf  of  the  government,  and  that  it  is  necessary  for  the 
government  to  introduce  them  in  evidence.  In  the  case  of 
V.  S.  v.  Bdbcock,  3  Dill.  566,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,484,  the  court, 
under  similar  circumstances  said :  '^  When  the  district  attor- 
ney asserts  that  they  are  material  papers,  we  must  assume,  for 
the  present,  that  he  is  fully  informed  and  that  they  are  mate- 
rial." The  names  of  these  traffic  associations  and  freight 
committees  indicate  that  they  deal  with  the  subject  of  trans- 
portation and  freight  rates  at  St  Louis,  Mo.,  the  identical 
subjects  inv(dved  in  the  issues  in  this  case.  The  oral  testi- 
mony given  by  Mr.  Fraser  before  the  examiner  fully  confirms 
this.  Their  records  and  circular  letters  would  therefore 
naturally  appear  to  bear  upon  the  issues  in  this  ease.  It  was 
suggested  in  the  oral  argument  by  counsel  for  respondent 
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that  these  traffic  associations  operated  only  upon  transporta- 
tion from  East  St  Louis  eastwardly ;  but  the  interlacing  of 
transportation  and  rates  between  railroads  and  terminal 
facilities  on  the  east  and  west  side  of  the  river  at  St.  Louis 
is  such  that  this  court  would  not  be  justified  in  assuming  that 
they  are  absolutely  distinct  for  the  purpose  of  this  inquiry. 
The  testimony  of  Mr.  Fraser  also  shows  this.  Furthermore, 
it  is  alleged,  and  not  denied,  that  11  out  of  the  14  railroad 
companies  which  are  defendants  in  this  case  are  also  members 
of  these  traffic  associations  or  freight  committees.  I  think 
these  things  taken  together  are  sufficient  to  raise  a  reasonable 
presumption  of  relevancy  and  materiality  for  the  purposes  of 
this  motion.  The  Crocker-Bullock  Case  in  the  184th  Federal 
Reporter  (C.  C.  page  241),  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  re- 
spondent, was  a  case  of  legal  privilege  claimed  by  the  witness, 
and  the  case  was  decided  upon  that  point.  The  case  of  South- 
ern Ry.  V.  North  Carolina  Corp,  Com/mission  (C.  C.)  104 
Fed.  700,  was  also  a  case  of  privilege  claimed  on  the  part  of 
the  witness.  Nothing  of  the  kind  is  claimed  in  the  case  at 
bar.  Here  there  is  no  claim  of  legal  or  personal  privilege,  nor 
is  it  shown  that  the  witness  or  those  whom  he  represents  will 
be  prejudiced  in  any  way  by  the  production  of  these  books 
and  papers,  so  that  it  resolves  itself  into  a  simple  question  of 
relevancy  and  materiality  raised  by  the  witness  in  this  case. 
The  third  and  last  ground  mentioned  in  the  motion  to 
quash  is  that  the  things  called  for  are  the  private  books  and 
papers  of  these  freight  committees  and  bureaus  and  to  re- 
quire their  production  would  be  in  [490]  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  fourth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  in  this :  that  it  would  be  ^'  an  imreasonable 
search  and  seizure  of  the  books,  papers,  and  files  of  said  com- 
mittees and  bureaus."  Conceding  that  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  may  under  certain  circumstances  be  equivalent  to  a 
search  and  seizure,  I  can  see  nothing  unreasonable  in  the 
issuance  of  this  subpoena  in  this  case.  Considering  the  nature 
of  the  issues,  their  breadth  and  importance,  the  character  of 
these  traffic  associations,  their  relation  to  the  defendants  and 
to  the  subject  of  this  inquiry,  I  think  there  is  nothing  un- 
reasonable in  the  number  of  the  books  called  for  or  the 
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description  of  what  is  wanted.  Mr.  Fraser  admits  that  he 
has  these  books  in  his  possession ;  in  fact,  he  has  brought  them 
into  court  on  the  hearing  of  this  motion,  but  declines  to  pro- 
duce them  before  the  examiner  for  the  purpose  of  testimony, 
though  ordered  to  do  so  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 
The  fourth  amendment  is  no  protection  to  him. 

The  subject  of  transportation  has  of  recent  years  become 
one  of  great  public  concern.  Much  legislation  tending  to 
control  or  regulate  it  has  been  enacted  by  both  state  and  fed- 
eral governments.  To  a  great  extent  the  subject  has  beoome 
res  publics.  I  think  the  books  and  papers  of  these  traffic 
associations  called  for  in  this  subpoena  ought  to  be  produced, 
and  that  the  private  interests  and  convenience  of  those  asso- 
ciations, if  any,  ought  in  a  matter  of  this  kind  to  give  way  to 
the  exigencies  growing  out  of  this  suit. 

The  motion  to  quash  will  therefore  be  overruled. 


[924]      LOEWE  ET  AL.  v.  LAWLOR  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  D.  Connecticut    December  7,  1906.) 

[148  Fed.  924.] 

MoNoroLnB — CoMBiNATioii  iH  RiBTSAiirr  OP  Interstate  Commebob — 
BoTOOTT — ^Tradb  Unions. — ^The  action  of  the  members  of  a  labor 
union  in  attempting  to  compel  a  hat  manufacturer  to  unionize  his 
factory  by  leaving  his  employment  and  proTenting  others  from  talc- 
ing employment  therein,  and  also,  with  the  assistance  of  the  mem- 
bers of  afDliated  organizajtions,  by  declaring  a  boycott  upon  his 
goods  In  other  states  into  which  such  goods  have  been  shipped  for 
sale  at  retail,  does  not  have  such  relation  to  interstate  commerce 
as  to  constitute  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  such 
commerce  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200] ).» 


•  Judgment  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (208  U.  S.,  274).  See 
post,  p.  323.  Upon  trial  in  the  CJircuit  Court,  complainants  were  given 
Judgment  in  the  sum  of  $232,240.12,  which  Judgment  was  af&rmed  by 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (187  Fed.  522).  See 
Vol.  4,  p.  264. 

»  Syllabas  copyrighted,  IflOT,  bj  West  Publisbing  Company. 
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At  Law.    On  demurrer  to  complaint. 
See  142  Fed.  216. 

Davenport  and  BcmJcs^  for  plaintiffs. 

John  K.  Beachj  John  B.  Lights  De  Forest  and  Klein  and 

Howard  W.  Taylor,  for  defendants. 

• 

Platt,  District  Judge. 

Some  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  are  general,  attacking 
the  entire  complaint,  and  others  are  special,  affecting  only 
certain  portions  which  are  said  to  be  irrelevant  or  evidential. 
It  is  with  the  former  class  that  we  are  at  this  moment  par- 
ticularly concerned. 

The  complaint,  stripped  to  the  bone,  sets  forth,  in  sub- 
stance, the  following  situation:  The  defendants  are  mem- 
bers of  a  local  union  in  Danbury,  Conn.,  which  is  a  subordi- 
nate branch  of  the  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  which 
embraces  several  states  and  many  members,  and  is,  in  its  turn, 
subordinate  to  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  which 
embraces  more  states  and  more  members.  The  defendants,  by 
reason  of  such  membership,  were  enabled  to  put  into  opera- 
tion certain  means  to  accomplish  their  purpose,  and  to  such 
means  they  resorted  with  vigor  and  effect.  They  undertook 
thereby  to  compel  the  plaintiffs,  against  their  will,  to  union- 
ize their  factor}^  Their  associates,  with  their  assistance,  had 
prior  thereto  employed  similar  means  toward  divers  factories 
in  other  states,  and  had  succeeded.  The  defendants  paraded 
such  successes  before  the  plaintiffs,  and  a  threat  to  treat  them 
in  the  same  way  was  one  of  the  means  which  they  employed 
to  coerce  the  plaintiffs  into  yielding  to  their  demands.  They 
then  withdraw  from  plaintiffs'  employment,  and  tried  with 
considerable  success  to  prevent  others  from  working  for 
them.  With  the  help  of  their  associates  in  the  larger  bodies 
to  which  they  were  affiliated,  they  declared  a  boycott  upon 
hats  [925]  made  by  plaintiffs  which  were  found  in  the  hands 
of  plaintiffs'  customers  in  other  states,  notably  in  California 
and  Virginia.  In  such  action  they  took  advantage  of  the 
absence  from  plaintiffs'  hats  of  the  union  label,  which  by  the 
state  law  of  Connecticut  the  United  Hatters  were  author- 
ized to  affix  to  hats  made  under  the  supervision  of  their 
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membent.  In  fiiese  ways  they  caused  the  plaintiffs  a  great 
deal  of  damage,  and  (according  to  the  complaint)  limited 
and  restrained  plaintiffs'  interstate  trade  in  hats. 

It  must  be  obvious  from  the  foregoing  recital  that  the  de- 
fendants by  the  means  therein  described  sought  to  curtail, 
and,  if  possible,  destroy,  the  plaintiffs'  production  of  hats  at 
home,  and,  with  the  assistance  of  their  friends,  to  curtail, 
anfi,  if  possible,  destroy,  the  distribution  of  such  product 
after  it  had  become  settled  into  the  stock  of  goods  in  the 
hands  of  plaintiffs'  customers  in  other  states.  There  is  no 
allegation  which  suggests  that  the  means  of  transporting 
plaintiffs'  product,  or  the  product  itself  while  being  trans- 
ported, were  touched,  handled,  obstructed,  or  in  any  manner 
actually  interfered  with.  There  is  no  aUegation  that  the  de- 
fendants are  in  any  way  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 

The  argument  for  the  plahLfs  is  that  by  entering  into  a 
scheme  to  curtail  the  production  at  home,  and  the  distribu- 
tion by  customers  abroad,  the  defendants  have  formed  a  com- 
bination to  limit  and  restrain  plaintiffs'  trade  between  the 
two  points,  which  is  interstate  trade,  and  that  such  restraint 
is  the  direct,  positive,  and  inevitable  result  of  the  general 
scheme.  The  manufacture  of  the  hats  before  they  leave  the 
factory  in  Danbury  is  not  interstate  commerce,  nor  are  the 
hats  themselves  up  to  that  time  the  subject  of  interstate  com- 
merce. The  distribution  of  the  hats  from  the  hands  of  the 
customers  in  other  states  to  the  ultimate  consumer  is  not  in- 
terstate commerce,  nor  are  the  hats  themselves  during  such 
distribution  the  subject  of  interstate  commerce. 

The  real  question  is  whether  a  combination  which  under- 
takes to  interfere  simultaneously  with  both  actions  is  one 
which  directly  affects  the  transportation  of  the  hats  from  the 
place  of  manufacture  to  the  place  of  sale.  It  is  not  perceived 
that  the  Supreme  Court  has  as  yet  so  broadened  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  Sherman  act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200])  that  it  will  fit 
such  an  order  of  facts  as  this  complaint  presents.  What  it 
may  do,  if  the  matter  comes  up  before  it,  is,  in  my  judgment, 
very  uncertain.  If  the  demurrer,  in  so  far  as  it  attacks  the 
complaint  as  a  whole,  shall  be  overruled  and  the  defendants 
put  to  their  answer,  a  jury  trial  must  foUow  in  orderly 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 i 
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■equence,  axid  after  a  verdiet  the  end  would  siill  be  far  away. 
A  contested  trial  migfat  consiiine  weeks  of  time,  and  the 
expense,  both  to  oourt  and  paorties,  would  be  enomons.  It  is 
deemed  wise,  tar  these  reasons,  to  snstain  the  demurrer,  and 
in  this  situation  it  is  hoped  that  the  court  may  be  pardoned 
for  not  entering  into  an  analysis  of  the  contentions  put  forth 
by  the  opposing  parties.  Such  ccmtentions  and  the  inde- 
pendent thoughts  whicb  they  aroused  were  necessarily  exam- 
ined with  care,  in  order  that  this  present  condusion  could  be 
reached,  and  if,  in  making  such  examination^  a  further  and 
final  conclusion  was  reached,  it  would  serve  no  useful  pur- 
pose to  make  [926]  it  known  at  this  juncture.  If  the  matter 
shall  come  back  to  me  for  further  action,  obserrations  upon 
the  questions  advanced  by  the  ^^ecial  grounds  of  de- 
murrer would  be  gratefully  read,  and  might  tend  to  avoid 
unreasonable  delay  and  expense  at  a  later  stage  of  the 
proceedinga 
Let  the  complaint  be  dismissed. 


[989]  CONTINENTAL  WALL  PAPER  CO.  v.  LEWIS 

VOIGHT  &  SONS  C0.« 

(Circuit  Court  of  AM)eal%  Sixth  Circuit.    Jumaiy  5, 1906.) 

[148  red.  989.1 

MONQIPOIJEB — CONTBACr — RESTITAIXT  OF  TRADE — REASONABLENESS. 

Wbere  a  eombiaation  of  mairofacturers  and  wholesalers  of  wall 
papers  was  claiined  to  be  in  lestralnt  of  trade  and  In  Tlolation  of  the 
congressional  anti-trust  act  of  1800  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200] ) ,  it  was  immaterial  to  the 
Invalidity  of  the  combination  that  the  agreement  was  valid  at  com- 
mon law  as  imposing  only  a  reasonable  restraint  on  competition,  pro- 
vided the  direct  result  of  its  operation  was  to  directly  restrain 
freedom  of  commerce  between  the  states  ov  with  foreign  nations.* 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  85,  MottopoHes, 
S  10. 

Monopolistic  contracts — validity  as  affected  by  public  policy,  see 
note  to  Chicago,  M.  ft  St  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wabash,  St  L.  ft  P.  Ry.  Co., 
9  C.  C.  A.  668;  Cravens  v.  Carter-Crume  Co.,  34  C.  C.  A.  486.1 

« Judgment  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (212  U.  S.  227).  For 
opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court,  see  post,  page  61. 

^Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing 
Company. 
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[M#l  fiUMB— C3oiriEAO!r>—RiTiA  tnt  ^  TkADB— VAiiDrrT. — ^Plaintiff 
corporatUm  was  formed  to  oontrol  tlM  ootv«t  of  0S  per  cent  of  the 
wall  paper  mills  of  the  United  States,  and  to  this  end  made  con- 
tracts with  them  to  buy  their  entire  output  at  an  agreed  price. 
Plaintiff  was  nominally  to  make  all  sales  to  wholesalers  and  others, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  at  a  uniform  price,  subject  to  an  agreed 
scale  of  dlsorants,  rarying  according  to  an  arbitrary  classification 
of  buyers.  The  difference  between  the  price  at  which  the  manofae- 
turers  sold  to  plaintiff  and  the  price  exacted  from  the  buyers  from 
plaintiff  constituted  the  dividends  to  be  distributed  to  plaintiff's 
shareholders,  who  were  composed  exclusively  of  those  controlling 
the  combining  manufacturers;  the  stock  being  distributed  In  pro- 
portloa  to  the  slse  ot  the  manufitcturer's  product  the  year  before 
plaintiff  was  formed.  The  contract  provided  against  the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  manufacturers*  plants,  and  the  only  two  manufacturers 
of  wall  paper  machinery  in  the  United  States  were  Induced  to 
become  parties  by  agreeing  not  to  sell  except  to  members  of  the 
combination.  An  agreement  was  also  made  with  Canadian  manu- 
facturers to  prevent  cutting  the  prlca  Each  member  was  required 
to  deposit  his  shares  with  plaintiff,  to  be  held  as  security  to  prevent 
a  breach  of  the  contract  Ck)ntracts  were  then  made  with  Jobbers 
and  wholesalers,  binding  them  to  buy  their  entire  requirements  of 
plaintiff  at  specified  prices,  and  not  to  sell  at  less  than  the  prices 
fixed  by  plaintiff,  on  pain  that  if  they  did  not  enter  into  such  con- 
tracts they  ceold  not  bay  at  all.  Seld,  that  snch  transaction  con- 
stituted an  iUegal  combination  in  restraint  oif  trade  and  interstate 
commerce,  in  violation  of  Congressional  Anti-Trust  Act  1890  (Act 
July  2. 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901.  p.  5200]). 

Same — Illegality  of  Contract — Sales — Action  for  Price. — Plaintiff 
corporation  formed  an  illegal  combination  of  manufacturers  and 
wholesalers  of  WKll  paper  in  the  United  States,  which  constituted 
a  restraint  of  Interstate  commerce,,  and  a  violation  of  Congressional 
AnU-Trust  Act  1890  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  SUt  209  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]).  Under  the  contract  between  plaintiff 
and  the  manufacturers,  plaintiff  was  the  nominal  seller  of  all  the 
wall  paper  manufactured  by  the  combination,  though  it  was  actually 
pnrdiaaed  from  various  Jobbers  or  mills  within  the  combination. 
Defendants,  wholesalers  of  wall  paper,  having  been  compelled  to 
enter  the  combination  and  agree  to  purchase  and  sell  wall  paper  in 
accordance  with  the  monopolistic  terms  of  the  contract,  purchased 
paper  from  various  members  of  the  combine,  for  which  plaintiff 
brought  suit  Held  that,  since  plaintiff  was  bound  to  rely  on  the 
combination  contract  to  show  Its  capacity  to  sue,  the  illegality 
thereof  constituted  a  defense  to  the  action. 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Ohio. 
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This  is  an  action  to  recover  a  balance  of  $57,762.10,  due  on 
account  for  wall  paper  sold  and  delivered  to  defendants. 
The  case  turned  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  third  defense  sub- 
mitted by  the  answer  to  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff.  To  this 
defense  the  plaintiff  demurred.  This  demurrer  was  over* 
ruled.  The  plaintiff  declined  to  plead  further,  whereupon 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defendants,  dismissing  the 
petition,  and  taxing  the  plaintiff  with  costs.  The  defense  so 
held  to  be  sufficient  was  in  substance :  First.  That  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  member  of  an  illegal  combination  among  the  manu- 
facturers of  wall  paper,  formed  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing 
prices,  stifling  competition,  and  restraining  freedom  of  com- 
merce between  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations,  being  such 
a  combination  or  trust  as  is  forbidden  by  the  anti-trust  act 
of  1890  (Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St  1901,  p.  3200] )  and  by  the  laws  of  Ohio.  Second.  That  the 
defendants  were  compelled  to  become  parties  to  the  illegal 
combination,  and  that  the  contract  upon  which  this  suit 
depends  for  price  and  terms  of  sale  constitutes  one  of  the 
agreements  which  go  to  make  up  the  illegal  combination  rep- 
resented by  the  Continental  [941]  Wall  Paper  Company. 
The  answer,  embodying  the  defense  here  involved,  in  sub- 
stance avers :  That  the  National  Paper  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion owning  or  controlling  a  large  number  of  wall  paper  fac- 
tories situated  within  the  states  of  New  York,  Pennsylvania, 
New  Jersey,  and  Massachusetts,  together  with  a  large  num- 
ber of  independent  firms  and  corporations  engaged  in  the 
same  manufacture,  combined  or  conspired  together  for  the 
purpose  of  controlling  the  wall  paper  production  in  this 
country  by  suppressing  competition  among  themselves,  and 
enhancing  the  price  of  that  article  to  jobbers,  wholesalers, 
retailers,  and  consimiers.  That  for  this  purpose  and  this  end, 
and  to  better  cover  this  scheme,  they  caused  the  organization 
under  the  laws  of  New  York  of  a  corporation  known  as  the 
Continental  Wall  Paper  Company,  with  a  capital  stock  of 
$200,000,  divided  into  16,000  shares,  the  shares  to  be  divided 
among  the  conspiring  firms  and  corporations  in  proportion 
to  the  production  of  each  factory  during  the  year  preceding 
July,  1898.    That  the  scheme  and  agreement  was  that  the 
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National  Wall  Paper  CSompany,  as  representative  of  a  large 
number  of  corporations  dominated  by  it,  should  select  three 
directors,  the  other  firms  and  corporations  three  more,  and 
that  the  six  directors  so  selected  should  select  a  seventh,  and 
the  seven  directors  should  direct  the  combination  through  the 
corporate  name  of  the  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company. 
That  the  plan  was  that  each  of  the  combining  concerns 
should  enter  into  a  contract,  styling  themselves  "  vendors,** 
with  the  said  company.  These  contracts  to  be  signed  by 
the  several  corporations  and  firms  entering  into  this  com- 
bination were  identical  in  terms,  and  were  in  the  following 
words  and  figures: 

*  Exhibit  1* 

**  This  agreement,  made  this day  of ,  In  the  year  one 

thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  by  and  between  ,  a 

corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  

(hereinafter  called  the  '  Vendor ')  party  of  the  first  part,  and  the  Con- 
tinental Wall  Paper  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  New  York  (hereinafter  called  the  '  Company  •),  party  of 
the  second  part:  Whereas,  the  vendor  is  engaged  In  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  waU  paper,  borders,  and  other  articles  usually  produced 
and  handled  In  connection  therewith,  and  the  company  Is  desirous  of 
acting  as  its  selling  agent  tn  handling  the  entire  product  of  the  vendor; 
and  whereas,  the  company  has  an  authorized  capital  of  two  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  divided  into  16,000  shares,  of  the  par  value  of  $12.00 

each ;  and  whereas,  the  dealer  is  desirous  of  acquiring shares 

of  the  stock  of  said  company  at  par,  and  to  that  end  has  offered  to 
enter  into  this  agreement  and  to  secure  the  performance  thereof  by 
the  deposit  of  said  shares:  Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the 
foregoing  recitals,  and  for  other  good  and  valuable  consideration,  It  is 
agreed,  between  the  parties  hereto  as  follows : 

"  First  The  vendor  hereby  sells  unto  the  company,  and  the  latter 
agrees  to  purchase,  the  entire  product  of  wall  paper  that  may  be  manu- 
factured by  the  vendor  for  the  period  from  July  20,  1898,  to  the  first 
day  of  July,  1889.  The  prices  at  which  the  merchandise  shall  be  sold 
to  the  company  are  set  forth  in  a  schedule  hereto  annexed  marked 
'A,'  and  hereby  made  a  part  of  this  agreement  The  vendor  further 
grants  unto  the  company  the  right  to  two  renewals  of  said  contract  of 
one  year  each,  provided  that,  in  the  event  of  the  election  of  the  com- 
pany to  avail  itself  of  either  of  said  renewals,  it  shall  so  signify  in 
writing  to  the  voider  before  the  first  day  of  June  next  preceding  the 
resewal  term,  and  provided  further,  that  such  election  to  renew  shall 
be  aoeompanled  by  the  written  consents  of  aU  the  registered  stock* 
iMflders  of  the  company,  indoding  that  of  the  vendor. 
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"  Second.  The  goods  acQuired  hj  tte  leoBipaiij  trom  the  vendor  bere- 
under,  which  ace  to  he  acid  to  Johheri^  ^haJl  he  aeld  hgr  the  eoniMuiy. 
and  not  by  the  Tendor  for  the  account  of  the  company.  Snch  sale 
shall  be  made  by  the  company  at  discounts  from  road  prices  fixed  in 
the  schedule  hereto  annexed  marked  '  B/  which  is  hereby  made  part 
of  this  agreement  The  vendor  will  deliver  such  goods  upon  the 
direction  ot  the  company  at  tiie  risk  and  for  the  aocoont  of  the 
latter  f.  o.  b.  at  the  place  of  xnanufactore,  provided,  bowever,  that 
in  all  cases  in  which  the  goods  are  manufactured  at  places  other 
than  the  cities  of  New  Tork  or  Philadelphia,  the  vendor  will  equalize 
the  freights  with  [942]  either  of  said  cities  out  of  the  proceeds  re- 
ceivable f6r  such  goods.  Memorandum  invoices  shall  be  supplied  to 
the  cnstomer  and  to  the  conquiny  tnoiedlately  upon  the  ridpmeut  and 
delivery  of  such  goods,  said  invoices  specifying  <|aanttties  And  voad 
prices. 

**  Third.  There  shall  be  furnished  by  the  vendor  to  the  company  on 
the  7th,  14th,  21st,  and  last  days  of  each  month  (except  when  those 
days  fall  on  Sundayi^  and  thai  on  the  next  succeeding  day)  a  Just  and 
true  statement  of  all  shipments  and  deliveries  of  merchandise  included 
in  this  contract  which  the  vendor  may  make  for  the  acconnt  of  the 
company,  which  statement  shall  contain  the  names  of  the  porchasers, 
the  character  of  the  goods  sold,  and  the  prices  at  iHiich  they  were  sold* 
to  the  end  that  the  company  may  make  the  proper  charges,  and  in 
order  to  entitle  the  vendor  to  be  credited  with  the  agreed  cost  prioe 
for  such  goods.  Each  of  such  statements  of  shipments  shall  be  ac- 
companied by  an  affidavit  of  one  of  the  oOlcers  of  the  vendor  and  of 
one  of  its  bookkeepers  and  of  one  of  its  shipping  clerks*  to  the-eflect 
that  the  information  therein  contained  Is  true. 

"  Fourth.  The  company  shall  permit  the  vendor  to  sell  in  its  own 
name^  and  the  latter  hereby  agrees  to  sell  for  the  account  of  the  com- 
pany, such  of  the  goods  manufactured  by  the  vendor  as  are  to  be  dis- 
posed of  to  imrchasers  not  classified  as  Jobbers,  which  sales  shall  be 
made  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the  vendor;  said  vendor  hereby 
guarantying  all  credits  and  the  collection  of  all  accounts  connected 
with  such  aale&  The  prices  at  which  and  the  terms  upon  which  such 
goods  are  to  be  sold  are  designated  in  this  agreement  as  the  'Boad 
prices,*  and  are  contained  in  a  schedule  hereto  annexed  marked  '  C* 
which  is  hereby  made  a  part  of  this  agreement  On  the  7th,  14th,  21st, 
and  last  days  of  each  month  (except  when  those  days  fall  on  Sundays, 
and  then  on  the  next  succeeding  days),  the  vendor  will  furnish  to  the 
company  a  statement  showing  all  the  shipments  made  on  siccount  of 
such  sales,  which  statements  shall  contain  the  uaaies  of  the  pur- 
chasers, the  character  of  the  goods,  and  the  prices  at  which  they  were 
sold,  and  such  sales  shall  be  credited  to  the  vendor  by  the  company 
at  the  prices  fixed  in  Schedule  A,  and  shall  be  «hacged  against  said 
vendor  at  the  prices  iit  which  ti^  wese  mM,  wlUch  shall  in  9»  event 
be  less  than  those  designated  in  Schedule  €.   The  vendor  Is  to  reoeive 
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Cor  Its  BenrioeB  and  expensM  c^naacted  witk  ssdi  sales  aii4  allow* 
ances  disooimts  equal  to  tbosa  wbo  are  deokgiMLted  Ui  a  dasslfleation 
nmde  117  tjtie  partlas  liereto  as  'second  elasB  jobbers,'  less  tin  dis- 
eomits  mado  on  sales  to  purcfassere  designated  in  tbo  acoompaaying 
schedoieo  aa  'qnamtitlTe  pordiaMrSt'  en  wMcb  tbe  ▼endor  bas  allowed 
tbo  imantitive  <UscoQnt,  except  tbat  where  special  and  esclusive  coeds 
ane  sold  tbere  sbaU  be  an  aUowaAce  of  dO  per  eoit  disooant  to  ttae 
vendor.  Xfae  f»ctees  of  goods  as  fixed  by  Sebedules  A  and  C  sMiy  be 
altesed  tsom  time  to  tUne,  but  tbo  diseounts  allowed  to  jobbers  sball 
not  be  alterad  at  any  time  dodng  tbe  term  of  tbls  agroement 

"  Fifth.  The  vendor  will  make  ooUection  of  all  aooounts  Xor  goods 
sold  liy  it  far  the  acooosKt  of  the  company  onder  the  provisions  of  this 
agreement,  ascept  ibr  sales  to  Jabbecs  (which  accounts  the  company 
is  to  collect),  and  will,  on  the  10th  day  of  each  and  every  month  dur- 
ing the  tarm  of  this  agreement  aceount  to  the  ooniMay.  Suoh  account 
sball  be  aoeon^iasiled  bgr  a  payment  by  the  vendor  to  the  company  of 
the  dUBerenoe  between  the  prices  at  which  the  gooda  are  agreed  to  be 
sold  to  the  company  aa  laKbodied  In  Schedule  A.  and  the  prices  at 
widdi  tte  vender  has  agreed  to  diqpoae  «f  said  gooda  aa  oeotained  in 
Schedule  G.  Xhe  imrchnaes  made  toy  the  conipany  from  the  vendor 
hereunder  shall  be  npon  the  same  credit  and  teems  as  those  aeoorded 
to  odher  dealers^  bat  the  oampany  aball  have  the  right  to  anticipate 
the  due  date  of  all  aneh  purchases,  and  wiU  pay,  on  the  10th  day  of 
each  month,  to  the  viendor  a  earn  on  account  of  all  Ahipmenbi  of  the 
preeadhig  month  ojual  to  not  leas  than  SO  per  oent.  of  the  road  prices 
of  gsoda  shipped  to  Jehben  by  the  company. 

**  ttsttu  The  voidor  hereby  grants  onto  the  oempany  the  right,  and 
it  shaU  be  the  doty  at  the  latter,  threogh  its  officers  sheeted  lor  that 
purpose,  to  audit  tiie  bocks  of  aocousut  at.  the  vendor  as  to  production, 
salea,  and  shipoMnits  at  auch  times  and  in  ancb  manner  as  the  com- 
pany may,  firom  time  to  tiase^  deem  nsoessary  or  proper.  This  provi- 
sion Is  of  the  ossenoe  of  tiw  agrpomcnt  and  a  ijailure  on  the  part  of 
the  vendor  to  falthfoHy  perform  the  same  [MS]  ehall  oiierate  as  a 
bnadi  ef  the  eontreet,  entitling  the  company  to  ahcogate  the  agree- 
ment, nnd  to  such  d«  mages  eB  it  may  be  able  to  establish  in  addition 
to  the  abselnte  transfer  and  surrender  to  it  of  the  stock  to  be  pledged 
aa  hereftnafter  pnivldad. 

'*  Seventh.  There  riiall  he  a  oommittre  selected  frem  the  oompsny, 
to  be  known  as  the  'Auditing  Omnmittoe,'  which  shall  be  made  up 
from  among  the  directors.  Said  oommittee  shall  have  power  to  estab- 
Hah  auch  a  system  of  booidceeplng  as  in  its  Judgment  may  be  advisable. 
In  order  to  eonlbrm  aa  nearly  as  may  be  to  the  lawa  of  the  various 
states  in  which  the  factories  of  the  vendor  are  located,  it  ia  understood 
that  the  vendor  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  require  from  the  company 
the  acceptanoe  of  the  product  of  more  than  ten  hours  per  day  of  any 
one  of  said  factories.  The  product  intended  to  be  sold  to  the  company 
hereunder,  and  which  the  latter  undertakes  to  acquire,  does  not  con- 
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template  the  enlargement  of  the  mannfactnrlng  ftudlltlea  of  the 
vendor;  but  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  conatroed  aa  affecting 
the  right  of  the  vendor  to  enbstitnte  new  machinery  of  the  aame 
capacity  for  any  now  in  nae  which  may  become  naelees  through  wear 
or  through  destruction  by  fire  or  other  casualty.  The  power  to  desig- 
nate the  parties  who  are  to  l>e  classed  as  Jobbers,  and  the  discounts 
to  which  they  are  entitled,  is  ^Epreesly  reserved  by  the  company,  and 
such  designation  is  to  be  made  through  Its  board  of  directors;  but  the 
vendor  shall  have  the  right  to  select  the  jobbers  through  whom  the 
goods  manufactured  by  it  are  to  be  distributed,  and  to  designate  the 
amount  of  its  goods  such  Jobbers  may  buy,  subject  to  such  credit 
limitations  as  the  board  of  directors  may  impose.  All  orders  placed 
with  the  vendor  by  jobbers  on  behalf  of  the  company  must  be  at  once 
reported  to  the  latter. 

"  Eighth.  The  company  hereby  agrees  to  sell  and  the  vendor  agrees 

to  purchase sliares  of  the  common  stock  of  the  company,  fbr 

whldi  stock  the  vendor  agrees  to  pay  the  sum  of In  cash  as 

soon  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this  agreement  as  the  same 
may  be  demanded  by  the  company ;  but  only  if  and  when  the  entire 
share  capital  of  the  company  shall  have  been  fully  subscribed  at  not 
less  than  par.  The  vendor  will,  after  paying  tor  said  shares  of  stock, 
indorse  the  certificates  r^resenting  the  same,  and  deliver  the  certifi- 
cates so  indorsed  in  blank  to  the  company,  upcm  the  trust  and  agree- 
ment that  the  company  shall  hold  said  certificates  as  security  for  the 
performance  by  the  vendor  of  each  and  all  of  the  cov^ianta  and  condi- 
tions of  this  agreement ;  and  upon  the  refusal,  neglect,  or  omission  of 
the  vendor,  its  successors  or  assigns,  to  perform  this  agreement,  or 
any  part  thereof,  the  said  shares  of  stock  and  the  certificates  repre- 
sented thereby  shall  be  Immediatdy  sold  by  the  company  at  public  or 
private  sale,  without  notice,  upon  such  terms  and  at  such  price  as  the 
company  or  its  officers  may  deem  reasonable,  and  that  the  proceeds  of 
sale  be  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  company  as  the  agreed  and  liqui- 
dated damages  to  the  company  for  the  breach  of  said  agreement.  The 
parties  hereto  have  fixed  upon  the  said  stock  and  the  proceeds  thereof 
as  liquidated  damages,  because  of  the  difficulty  In  establishing.  In  a 
court  of  law,  the  actual  damage  that  would  be  suffered  by  the  com- 
pany in  the  event  of  the  refusal,  neglect,  or  omission  to  perform  this 
agreement,  and  In  order  to  avoid  the  dlfilculty  of  such  proof. 

"  In  witness  whereof,  the  vendor  and  the  company  have  respectively 
caused  this  agreement  to  be  executed  by  their  respective  presidents, 
and  their  respective  corporate  seals  to  be  hereto  attached,  pursuant 
to  resolutions  of  their  re£9)ective  boards  of  directors,  the  day  and  year 
first  above  written." 

It  would  unduly  lengthen  this  statement  to  fully  set  out  the  sched- 
ules referred  to  In  the  above  exhibit,  and  made  a  part  of  the  contract 
between  the  so-called  vendors  and  the  company.  The  anewer  then 
avers  that  the  prices  to  be  charged  the  company  for  the  product  of 
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eaeh  mHsMeA  yendor  was  the  estiiiiated  cost  of  prodtictioii  and  Ind- 
dental  ezpeDse  to  sucb  mannfacturer  of  carrying  out  his  or  its  part 
of  the  contract  Schedule  A  of  the  contract  sets  out  the  "  list  price  ** 
of  all  qualities  of  paper,  and  in  a  parallel  colunm  the  sale  price  to  the 
company.  Schedule  B  sets  out  the  sale  price  by  the  company  to  the 
several  classes  of  jobbers  which  the  company  binds  itself  to  exact, 
and  the  terms  of  sale.  The  gross  sale  price  in  this  schedule  is  the  list 
price  of  Schedule  A,  with  a  discount,  which  depends  upon  the  classifi- 
cation of  jobbers  [944]  provided  for  by  the  seventh  clause  of  the  con- 
tract Schedule  C  sets  out  the  sale  price  to  purchasers  *'  other  than 
jobbers"  and  terms  of  sale,  these  prices  being  also  designated  as 
*'  road  prices.**  These  prices  are  the  ** list  prices*'  of  Schedules  A  and 
B,  with  no  discount  To  purchasers  described  as  "other  than  job- 
bars  "  certain  discounts  are  provided,  dependent  upon  quantity.  Under 
clause  7  of  the  contract,  set  out  above,  *'  the  company/'  acting  through 
its  directors,  selected  iu  the  manner  heretofore  mentioned,  is  given 
authority  to  classify  jobbers,  and  prescribe  the  discount  to  each  class; 
each  ''vendor"  being  allowed  "to  select  the  jobbers  through  whom 
the  goods  manufactured  by  it  are  to  be  distributed,  and  to  designate 
the  amount  of  its  goods  such  jobbers  may  buy." 

"The  distribution  of  profit  over  cost  to  the  company  may  be  illus- 
trated by  taking  two  classes  of  wall  paper,  one  a  cheap  kind  and  the 
other  more  expensive.  Thus  the  list  price  of  wall  paper  styled 
"  Brown  "  is  4  cents  per  bolt;  the  sale  price  to  the  company  2  centa 
The  price  by  the  company  to  "jobbers"  in  the  first  class  is  4  cents, 
with  a  discount  of  20  per  cent,  to  "jobbers"  in  the  second  class, 
4  cents,  with  a  discount  of  17)  per  cent,  to  "jobbers"  In  the  third 
dass,  4  cents,  with  a  discount  of  16  per  cent  The  selling  price  to 
all  purchasers  other  than  those  classified  as  jobbers  is  fixed  at  4  cents 
fiat,  unless  a  discount  of  small  proportions  is  obtained  as  a  result  of 
a  purchase  bringing  the  buyer  within  the  terms  of  those  caUed  "  quan- 
tity purchasers."  "Bmbossed  Bronzes"  of  one  class  are  listed  18 
cents  per  bolt;  jobbers  bdng  allowed  a  discount  of  45  per  c^t,  40 
per  cent,  or  30  per  cent,  according  to  the  dass  they  have  been  placed 
in.  All  the  schedules  contain  a  provision  for  the  equalization  of 
freights  with  certain  cities,  thus  eliminating  advantages  due  to 
locality.  It  is  further  averred  in  said  defense  that  the  companies, 
corporations,  and  firms  which  organized  said  company,  and  which  sub- 
sequently subscribed  for  stock  and  signed  one  of  the  agreements  like 
that  heretofore  set  forth,  constituted  98  per  cent  of  all  the  manufac- 
turers of  wall  paper  in  this  country.  It  is  further  stated  that,  for 
better  carrying  out  of  the  said  combination,  agreements  were  made 
by  the  plaintiff  with  parties,  companies,  and  corporations  within  the 
United  States  and  Canada,  "by  which  each  agreed  not  to  compete 
with  the  other  nor  cut  prices,  the  Americans  In  Canada  and  the  Cana- 
dians in  the  United  States."  It  is  also  alleged  that  to  further  carry 
out  the  purpose  to  prevent  competition  and  enhance  prices,  that  a 
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eoatract  was  made  betwaeo  pJaUitlff  and  Jeta  WaMrtii  ft  ten  aaA 
tbe  Kaukauna  Machiae  Company,  the  only  two  awiiMifactottCT  of  ivmll 
paper  machinery  In  the  United  Stateq,  one  haviag  a  snantectery  In 
New  Brunswick,  New  Jersey,  and  the  otbar  a  numnfactory  in  Kan- 
kauna,  Wisconsin,  by  wUch  said  aaanofaotiurwa  a^ned,  dncins  tbe 
existence  of  the  plalntUf,  to  sell  wall  paper  machinery  anly  to  it  and 
said  combination,  and  not  to  any  mills  preparing  to  start.  It  is  then 
averred  tiiat  all  wholesale  dealers  in  the  United  States  were  arbi- 
trarily dlYided  Into  two  clasnce  jobbers  and  ^road"  «r  "quantity 
buyers  "—and  that  the  jobbers  were  arbitrarily  divided  Inta  die  three 
classes  heretofore  mentioned,  and  the  other  wholesalers  into  '*  road  '* 
or  "quantity  buyers"  and  "special  buyers,"  with  the  purpose  that 
all  should  then  be  compelled  to  sign  written  agreements  obligating 
themselves  to  buy  their  entire  stock  of  merchandise  from  the  plaintiff 
direct,  or  through  members  of  the  combination,  and  to  tliis  and  iden- 
tical printed  a^eements  were  presented  to  all  jobbers  and  whole- 
salers throughout  the  United  States  and  tbe  terrltoctea,  by  which  each 
obligated  itself  to  buy  their  entire  purchases  of  wall  paper  from 
said  plaintiff  at  list  prices  of  Schedule  A,  heretofore  set  oul;  subject 
to  discounts  shown  by  schedule  accompanying  each  such  agreement,  and 
binding  each  such  jobber  or  wholesaler  not  to  sell  at  prices  lower  or 
better  than  those  shown  by  another  schedule  accompanying  each  auch 
agreement  A  copy  of  the  agreement,  so  required  to  be  signed  by  each 
jobber  and  wholesaler,  is  made  a  part  of  the  answer  as  "  Bzhiblt  2." 
Same  is  here  set  out  below. 

'^  BXBIBIT  2. 

•*An  agreement  made  this day  of ,  In  the  year  one 

thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  between  the  Continental 
Wall  Paper  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  New  York  (hereinafter  called  the  'Company'),  party  of  the 
first  part  and  of  (herel9461inafter  called  the  'Job- 
ber*) party  of  the  second  part.  In  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one 
dollar,  paid  by  the  Jobber  unto  the  company  for  the  granting  of  this 
agreement,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  other 
valuable  considerations,  it  is  agreed,  between  the  parties  hereto  as 
follows :  First,  That  the  company  will  sell,  subject  to  such  credit  limi- 
tations as  it  may  impose,  and  the  jobber  will  purchase,  the  entire 
requirements  of  the  jobber  in  his  business  of  selling  wall  paper  for 
the  business  year  ending  July  1, 1899,  to  the  amount  of  a  gross  value, 

without  discounts,  of ,  the  jobber  reserving  to  himself  the  right 

to  purchase  such  merchandise  as  he  may  need  in  excess  of from 

others.  The  company  is  to  deliver  the  goods  without  additional 
charge  f.  o.  b.  at  New  York  or  Philadelphia,  or  to  equalise  freights 
from  the  places  at  which  it  makes  deliveries  to  either  of  said  cities. 
Second.  The  jobber  shall  be  allowed  discounts  at  the  rates  shown  in 
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tlM  aoQooiiMnTUig  adiedivle  inaBlBtd  '▲,*  vUcli  te  hcraby  imbodled  in 
UOb  agceBiiMBt  4W  a  part  diereof .  The  tenw  of  imjaaeDt  to  be  as  SsA- 
Iowa:  Fov  moetlMi  from  tbe  date  of  inrelce,  wltb  OlacoBBt  at  the  rate 
of  1  per  ceat  per  montibt  for  anticipated  payment;  provided  settle- 
meat  be  made  within  80  days  from  date  of  shipment  either  by  <»sh  or 
note.  la^cea  for  aU  0ooda  shipped  between  October  tSdi  and 
March  Ist  to  take  the  latter  date.  Thind.  Attached  hereto  marked  '  B ' 
is  a  schedule  of  the  road  i»rices  at  whieh  ttie  cenHMuiy  sells  its  «oods 
for  the  term  embraced  &a  this  contraot  to  dsalars  ottmr  than  jobbers, 
and  also  a  atatemeot  of  ^isceiints  tUlewed  to  audi  castomess  otirar 
than  Jobbers  for  quantity  purchasers,  together  with  tbe  terms  of 
credit  and  freight  allowance  to  which  such  customers  are  entitled.  It 
is  an  essential  condition  of  this  agreement  that  tbe  jobber  will  not 
directly  or  Indirectly  sell  or  offer  for  sale  any  of  the  merchandise 
purchased  from  the  company  hereunder  at  lower  prices  or  upon  better 
or  more  favorable  terms  than  those  shown  in  Schedule  B ;  the  Intent 
hereof  being  to  assure  the  company  against  the  use  by  the  Jobbers  of 
this  agreement  to  undersell  the  company.  The  prompt  performance 
by  the  Jobber  of  the  provisions  of  this  agreement  as  to  paym^t  and 
otherwise  Is  a  condition  precedent  to  exacting  the  continuous  per- 
formance of  9tM  agfeessent  by  the  company. 

^In  wUneas  wteseaf  theieomiiany  haa«aassd  this  lastrument  to  be 
exeoated,  and  the  f  oMw  tias  hereunto  set  hie  ImumI  the  day  and  year 
first  above  written. 


it 


Sdiedule  A  of  the  above  agreement  is  Idoitlcal  with  Schedule  B  of 
the  agreement  between  "vendors  and  the  company,"  heretofore  set 
out,  and  Schedule  B,  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of  Exhibit  2,  above 
set  out  in  filU,  is  same  as  Schedule  O  attached  to  Exhibit  1,  hereto- 
fore set  out 

It  Is  charged  that  "the  immediate,  intended,  and  direct  effect  of 
said  combination  and  agreements  was  the  stifling  of  competition  be- 
tween said  manufacturers  and  voidors  of  wall  paper  and  between 
Jobbers  and  wholesalers  thereof,  and  to  nndvly  enhance  the  price  of 
wall  paper,  maldag  it  one-half  more  than  the  price  which  it  would  be 
if  same  had  been  left  to  free  and  unrestricted  competition."  It  is 
further  distinctly  averred  that  by  th^  agreements  and  contracts 
aforesaid  the  entire  wall  paper  trade  throughout  the  United  States 
passed  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  company,  and  that  It  "  threat- 
ened defendant  that,  unleas  it  signed  said  agreement  (Exhibit  2,  set 
out  above),  no  wall  paper  would  be  sold  to  It  That  said  combination 
would  make  it  Impossible  for  it  to  buy  wall  paper  or  to  oontinue  its 
business,  and  would  drive  it  out  of  its  said  business,  and  compel  it 
to  sacrifice  the  good  will  owned  by  it,  as  aforesaid,  and  the  capital 
invested  by  it  in  said  business.''  It  is  further  averred  that  the 
defeadeit  conducted  ior-aaay  yearn  a  large  business  In  wan  paper 
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at  OJadimati,  BeUlnir  to  retailers  and  coiurameni  In  Ohio  and  otli» 
states  of  the  Union.  That  the  defendant,  finding  it  impossible  to  con- 
tlnne  business  without  signing  said  agrennent  shown  in  Bzhibit  2, 
did  sign  and  become  a  member  of  said  combination.  The  defendant 
charges  that,  under  the  contract  so  signed  by  him,  he  purchased  more 
than  $200,000  worth  of  wall  paper,  and  that  the  prices  he  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  were  extortionate  and  unreasonable^  and  more  than  60 
per  cent,  greater  than  they  would  [946]  hare  been  had  competition 
between  wall  paper  makers  not  been  complet^y  suppressed  by  the 
agreements  between  such  manufacturers  and  said  corporation. 

Lewis  MarahaU^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Orris  P.  Cobb  and  Morrison  R.  Waite^  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Before  Lxtrton  and  Sevebens,  Circuit  Judges,  and  Coch- 
ran, District  Judge. 

LuBTON,  Circuit  Judge,  after  making  the  foregoing  state- 
ment of  the  case,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  defense  to  the  daim  in  suit 
must  fail  upon  either  of  two  grounds :  First,  that  the  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  corporation  and  the  manufacturers  of 
wall  paper  does  not  contain  any  stipulations  beyond  those 
admissible  and  essential  to  protect  the  contracting  parties  in 
securing  reasonable  prices  and  against  unreasonable  and 
demoralizing  competition ;  second,  that  if  it  be  conceded  that 
the  agreement  does  constitute  an  unlawful  combination  in 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  that  that  fact 
affords  no  defense  to  a  suit  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant.    These  in  their  order. 

As  to  the  first  point,  it  need  only  be  said  that  the  legality 
of  the  contract  between  the  combining  companies  at  common 
law,  as  imposing  only  a  reasonable  restraint  upon  the  free- 
dom of  competition,  is  not  a  defense  if  the  dominant  purpose 
of  the  agreement  and  the  direct  result  of  its  operation  is  to 
directly,  and  not  incidentally,  restrain  freedom  of  commerce 
between  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations.  Until  the  Supreme 
Court  shall  otherwise  hold,  we  feel  concluded  by  the  mean- 
ing placed  upon  the  act  by  United  States  v.  Freight  Asso- 
ciation, 166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007; 
United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Assooiation,  171  U.  S.  505,  19 
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Sap.  Ct  26, 48  L.  Ed.  269 ;  Chesapeake  dk  O.  Fuel  Company 
V.  Umted  States,  116  Fed.  610,  58  C.  C.  A.  266 ;  and  not  de- 
parted from  in  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United 
States,  198  U.  S.  197,  881,  24  Sup.  Ct.  486,  48  L.  Ed.  679. 
But  we  think  the  combinaticm  and  agreement  shown  by 
Exhibit  1  comes  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, whether  that  act  be  aimed  only  at  imreasonable  re- 
straints or  not.  That  contract  and  agreement  is  one  between 
98  per  cent,  of  all  the  wall  paper  makers  in  the  United  States, 
who  cooperate  through  a  corporation  organized  by  them  for 
the  single  purpose  of  selling  their  gross  product.  That  there 
shall  be  no  competition  between  the  combined  companies  is 
insured  by  the  agreement  that  each  manufacturer  shall  sell 
his  entire  product  at  an  agreed  price  to  the  plaintiff  corpora* 
tion,  which  is  to  nominally  make  all  sales,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  at  a  uniform  price,  subject  to  an  agreed  scale  of 
discounts,  varying  only  according  to  an  arbitrary  classifica- 
tion of  buyers.  The  difference  between  the  price  at  which 
the  so-called  ^'vendors''  sell  to  the  plaintiff  company  and 
the  price  exacted  from  those  who  buy  from  it  will  be  profit, 
and  the  profits  will  ccmstitute  the  dividends  to  be  distributed 
to  plaintiff's  shareholders,  and  plaintiff's  shareholders  are 
exclusively  composed  of  the  combining  companies,  called 
'^vendors'';  its  comparatively  insig[947]nificant  amount 
of  stock  being  placed  with  these  vendors  in  proportion  to 
the  product  of  the  year  before  the  combine  took  effect.  To 
prevent  the  enlargement  of  the  product  of  any  one  of  the 
vendors,  it  is  provided,  in  effect,  that  there  shall  be  no  en- 
largement of  plant,  though  new  machinery  may  be  used  to 
replace  old  or  that  destroyed. 

To  insure  a  monopoly  of  the  business  to  themselves,  and 
keep  strangers  out  of  it,  it  is  alleged,  and  not  denied,  that 
the  only  two  manufacturers  of  wall  paper  machinery  in  the 
United  States  became  parties  to  the  combination  by  agree- 
ing to  sell  no  machinery  to  strangers,  and  to  confine  their 
sales  to  the  combine.  To  add  to  the  protective  force  of  the 
tariff  duties  tending  to  keep  out  foreign  products,  it  is  also 
averred  that  an  agreement  was  made  with  Canadian  paper 
makers  to  protect  each  other  against  any  cutting  of  prices.   To 
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hmre  agauist  any  kiekiiig  out  of  llie  agnement  or  TioktMBB 
in  any  way,  eadi  member  is  required  to  ittdmrse  its  ahsres  in 
the  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company  to  tint  eerporatien* 
which  is  to  hold  and  apply  the  same  as  liquidated  damages 
in  case  of  any  breach.  But  that  there  should  be  no  induce- 
ment to  fly  the  contract,  the  scheme  contemplated  that  every 
wholesale  buyer  should  engage  himself  to  buy  his  entire  sap- 
ply  from  the  combine;  and  to  secnre  the  engagement  of  eadi 
such  jobber  or  wholesaler  to  the  sdieme,  no  paper  was  to  be 
sold  to  such  as  did  not  sign.  This  made  the  contract  practi- 
cally unbreakable,  for  if  a  &etory  should  weary  of  the 
monopoly,  it  could  find  no  jobbers  or  wholesalers  free  to  buy 
its  product,  and  it  would  be  driven  to  rely  upon  such  orders 
as  it  could  get  from  retailers  or  consmners.  That  this  unimi 
of  former  competitors — ^a  union  embracing  substantially  all 
of  the  wall  paper  mills  in  the  land  {ioe  the  2  per  cent  left* 
out  may  be  ignored  as  an  active  competition),  .diould  result 
in  an  unreasonable  enhancement  of  prices  is  precisely  what 
we  miglkt  anticipate.  Wall  paper  is  a  product  of  universal 
necessity,  and  the  consumers  are  found  in  every  househcM. 
Every  principle  of  economic  law  instructs  us  that  under  such 
conditions  there  will  be  an  enhancement  of  price,  limited 
only  by  the  unknown  boundary  of  htiman  greed  and  corpo- 
rate avarice.  It  is  therefore  not  to  be  doubted  that  the  aver- 
ment confessed  by  the  pleading,  that  prices  have  been  ad- 
vanced 50  per  cent,  is  substantially  truoi  The  conspiring 
mills  were  situated  in  many  states.  The  consumers  embraced 
the  whole  citizenship  of  the  United  States.  The  jobbers  and 
wholesalers  who  were  to  be  coerced  into  contracts  to  buy 
their  entire  demands  from  the  Continental  Wall  Paper  Com* 
pany,  or  be  driven  out  of  business,  were  in  every  state. 

Before  the  OHnbination,  each  of  the  combining  companies 
was  engaged  in  both  state  and  interstate  commerce.  The 
freedom  of  each,  with  respect  to  prices  and  terms,  was  re- 
strained by  the  agreement  and  interstate  commerce  directly 
affected  thereby,  as  well  as  by  the  enhancement  of  prices 
which  resulted.  A  more  complete  monopoly  in  an  article  of 
universal  use  has  probably  never  been  brought  about.  It  may 
be  that  the  wit  of  man  may  yet  devise  a  more  complete 
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scheme  to  acoomplifih  the  stifling  of  oompelitioii ;  but  none  of 
the  shifts  resoxted  to  for  suppressing  freedom  of  commerce 
and  securing  undue  prices,  shown  by  t^e  reported  cases,  is 
half  so  complete  in  its  details.  None  of  the  schemes  with 
which  this  may  be  compared  is  more  eer [948]  tain  in  results, 
more  widespread  in  its  operation,  and  more  evil  in  its  pur-* 
poses.  It  must  fall  within  the  definiti(m  of  a  ^^  restraint  of 
trade^"  whether  we  confine  ourselres  to  the  common-law  in- 
terpretation of  that  term,  or  apply  that  given  to  the  term  as 
used  in  the  federal  act  by  the  cases  we  have  cited  above. 

This  brings  us  to  the  vital  question  in  the  case,  which  is 
the  bearing  of  the  &ct  that  the  piaintift  is  but  the  corporate 
hand  ol  an  illegal  oombixiation  under  the  anti-trust  law  of 
1890  upon  the  liability  of  the  defendants  in  this  actiofn  for 
the  price  of  wall  paper  bought  from  the  illegal  combine.  The 
contention  is  that  the  contract  upon  which  the  action  is 
brought  is  wholly  collateral  to  any  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  members  of  the  iUegal  combination. 
But  if  the  contract  to  pay  for  the  goods  included  in  the  ac- 
count sued  upon  is  only  part  of  an  entire  agreement,  which 
indbdes  stipulations  which  are  illegal,  the  case  of  the  plain- 
tiff must  fail.  It  is  elementary  law  that  the  courts  will  not 
lend  assistance  in  any  way  in  carrying  out  an  illegal  agree- 
ment McMtdlen  v.  Hofman^  174  IT.  S.  6S8,  654, 19  Sup.  Ct 
889,  48  L.  Ed.  1117;  Emhrey  v.  Jemison^  181  U.  8.  336,  348, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  776, 38  L.  Ed.  172.  Nor  can  a  j^aintiff  show  cmly 
such  part  of  an  entire  agreement  as  is  legal,  and  sue  upon  that 
alone.  The  whole  must  oeme.  See  cases  just  cited.  If  the 
combinaticm  had  stopped  with  the  agreement  between  the 
manufacturers  and  the  plaintiff,  by  which  the  competition 
between  the  makers  of  wall  paper  had  been  obviated  and  a 
uniform  sale  price  settled,  this  fact  would  have  been  no  de- 
fense for  the  price  of  goods  sold  I^  the  Ulegal  combination 
to  a  stranger.  If  the  defendants  had  been  injured  in  their 
business  by  such  an  illegal  method  of  enhancing  prices,  their 
only  remedy  would  have  been  a  direct  action  for  damages, 
under  section  7  of  the  anti-trust  act  (26  Stat  210  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3202]).  Montague  db  Go.  v.  Lowry^  193 
U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Ct  307,  48  L.  Ed.  608;  OUy  of  Atlanta  v. 
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Chattanooga  Foundry  dk  Pipe  Works  Oo.^  187  Fed.  88,  61 
C.  C.  A.  387 ;  and  OonnoUy  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Company^ 
184  U.  S.  640,  661,  668,  88  Sup.  Ct.  481,  46  L.  Ed.  679.  If 
the  illegal  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade  had  included  only 
a  contract  between  the  manufacturers  themselves,  the  defend- 
ants and  all  other  jobbers  would  at  least  have  had  the  privi- 
lege of  buying  from  whom  they  could  best  get  that  which 
they  wanted,  and  the  liberty  of  selling  to  whomsoever  and  at 
sudi  prices  as  they  saw  fit  Competition  between  themselves 
in  buying  and  selling  would  be  free  except  in  so  far  as  the 
market  was  monopolized  by  the  combine  between  manufac- 
turers. But  this  might  have  resulted  in  conditions  threaten- 
ing to  the  permanency  of  the  manufacturers'  monopoly  by 
offering  a  strong  inducement  for  strangers  to  enter  the  field 
with  new  plants,  and  to  those  within  the  fold  to  break  away. 
These  considerations  doubtless  led  to  such  an  extension  of  the 
agreement  or  combination,  as  to  take  in  the  jobbers  and 
wholesalers.  This  was  easy  to  do,  for  the  threat  to  refuse  to 
sell  to  such  as  would  not  come  in  would  inevitably  bring  them 
to  an  agreement.  And  so  the  defense  avers  that  the  plan  and 
agreement  of  the  manufacturers,  who  organized  the  plaintiff 
as  an  instrumentality  through  which  competition  between 
themselves  might  be  stifled,  included  the  bringing  into  the 
combination  all  the  [949]  jobbers  and  wholesalers  in  the 
United  States  by  identical  agreements  with  each  such  dealer 
and  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  contracting  jobbers  should 
agree  to  buy  exclusively  from  the  plaintiff  or  other  members 
of  the  combine,  and  to  sell  only  according  to  a  schedule  of 
prices  and  terms  of  credit  dictated  by  the  plaintiff.  It  is  also 
averred  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer  that  this  purpose  was 
carried  out,  and  identical  agreements  obtained  with  all  job- 
bers and  wholesalers.  The  form  of  all  such  contracts  with 
jobbers  has  been  set  out  as  Exhibit  8  in  the  statement  of  this 
case.  Under  threat  that  they  must  sign  this  jobbers'  agree- 
ment or  be  driven  out  of  business,  the  defendants  signed,  and 
this  is  an  action  for  goods  sold  upon  the  terms  and  prices 
settled  by  that  contract  That  contract  provides,  among 
other  things,  that  the  jobbers  shall  deal  only  with  the  plain- 
tiff.   The  form  in  which  this  agreement  is  stated  is  to  buy 
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his  demand  up  to  a  certain  sum  inserted  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
only  the  excess  over  that  from  other  sources  of  supply.  But 
that  form  of  putting  the  agreement  is  but  a  shallow  blind. 
The  amount  inserted  to  fill  the  blank  is,  as  averred,  always 
twice  as  much,  or  tnore,  than  the  gross  purchases  of  the  pre- 
ceding year.  This  leaves  no  probability  of  any  demand  over 
the  sum  inserted.  With  reference  to  the  jobber's  liberty  of 
salii,  it  is  provided : 

"Tlilrd.  Attached  hereto  marked  'B'  Is  a  schednle  of  the  road 
prices  at  which  the  company  sells  Its  goods  for  the  term  embraced  In 
this  contract  to  dealers  other  than  Jobbers,  and  also  a  statement  of 
diaconntt  allowed  to  such  customers  other  than  Jobbers  for  quantity 
purchases,  together  with  the  terms  of  credit  and  freight  allowance 
to  which  such  customers  are  entitled.  It  is  an  essential  condition  of 
this  agreement  that  the  Jobber  will  not  directly  or  Indirectly  sell 
or  off»  tar  eale  any  of  the  merchandise  purchased  from  the  company 
hereander  at  lower  prices  or  upon  better  or  more  favorable  terms  than 
those  shown  in  Schedule  B;  the  Intent  hereof  being  to  assure  the 
company  against  the  use  by  the  Jobbers  of  this  agreement  to  under- 
8^  the  company.  The  prompt  performance  by  the  Jobber  of  the  pro- 
tIsIoos  of  this  agreement  as  to  payment  and  otherwise  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  exacting  the  continuous  performance  of  said  agreement 
by  tile  company." 

Schedules  A  and  B,  referred  to  in  the  jobbers'  agreement, 
are  Schedules  B  ^nd  C  of  the  manufacturers'  agreement. 
But  the  essential  entirety  of  agreement  between  the  so-called 
vendors  and  the  plaintiff  and  that  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendants  and  all  other  jobbers,  and  the  necessity  the 
plaintiff  is  under  to  found  its  right  of  action  upon  the  entire 
agreement,  is  illustrated  by  the  company's  attitude  as  plain- 
tiff. It  does  not  make  a  roll  of  paper.  The  mill-owners  con- 
tinued to  operate  their  respective  mills,  and  to  take  and  fill 
orders  after  as  before  the  combine.  But  by  Exhibit  1  aU 
sales  to  ^'  jobbers  "  were  to  be  in  the  name  and  on  account  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  price  collected  by  the  plaintiff.  As  the 
oontrad  suggestively  puts  it,  **  t?ie  vendor  skaU  have  the  right 
to  90leei  the  johbera  through  whom  the  goods  manufactured 
hg  H  are  to  be  distributed^  and  to  designate  the  amount  of  its 
goods  such  jobbers  may  buy^  Thus  the  petition  or  declara- 
tion in  this  case  is  upon  an  account  which  shows  purchases 
by  the  defendants  from  many  different  members  of  the  com- 

10870* — 8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 5 
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bine,  and  the  amount  bought  from  each.  But  the  plaintiff 
sues  for  the  aggregate  balance  due  upon  the  several  pur- 
chases. This  action  it  seeks  to  maintain,  not  upon  any  aver- 
ment of  an  assignment  [950]  by  the  several  vendors  to  it, 
but  as  upon  an  account  with  it  and  not  the  vendors.  These 
and  other  considerations  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
several  agreements  we  have  referred  to  constitute  one  whole, 
and  that  the  general  purpose  and  design  and  the  undoubted 
result  is  to  establish  an  illegal  combination  of  manufac- 
turers and  wholesale  dealers  in  restraint  of  trade — state  and 
interstate. 

The  jobbers  who  have  signed  the  particular  contract  essen- 
tial to  secure  their  co-operation  are,  in  a  sense,  victims,  for 
they  have  been  coerced  into  agreement.  Nevertheless,  they 
are  also  members  of  the  illegal  combination,  and  active  par- 
ticipants in  the  scheme  for  the  illegal  enhancement  of  prices, 
the  stifling  of  competition,  and  the  restraint  of  freedom  of 
trade  and  commerce.  The  jobbers  do  not  share  in  the  benefits 
which  result  to  the  manufacturers  from  the  stifling  of  com- 
petition between  themselves  and  the  enhancement  of  prices 
thereby  resulting.  By  that  the  jobbers  are  victimized.  But 
the  jobbers  do  share  in  the  benefits  growing  out  of  the 
destruction  of  competition  in  prices  as  between  themselves. 
The  enhanced  prices  which  they  pay  are  exacted  again  from 
retailers.  The  consumer,  at  last,  is  the  only  real  victim.  It 
is  the  consumer  who  makes  up  the  public,  which  it  is  the 
object  of  the  law  to  protect  against  undue  exactions  through 
illegal  combinations  in  restraint  of  freedom  of  commerce  and 
fair  play  in  commercial  transactions. 

The  defense  which  we  sustain  here  is  not  for  the  sake  of 
William  Voight  &  Sons.  The  averment  that  they  paid  50 
per  oent.  more  for  their  gross  purchases  in  consequence  of 
the  illegal  combination  has  little  merit  in  it,  moral  or  other- 
wise. They  doubtless  sold  again  at  the  great  minimimi  profit 
they  agreed  to  exact  from  retailers,  and  the  retailers  later 
exacted  the  undue  profit  from  the  consuming  public  There, 
at  last,  like  all  burdens,  it  must  rest.  The  defense  here  sus- 
tained is  good  only  because  it  is  only  possible  to  protect  the 
public  by  refusing  all  assistance  in  carrying  out  an  illegal 
agreement 
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This  is  the  x>olicy  of  our  law,  and  to  maintain  this  policy 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  affirmed. 


. — FoBowing  wiU  be  found  the  opinion  of  the  conrt  below,  sub- 
mitted on  demnrrer  to  the  second,  third,  fonrth,  and  fifth  defenses  of 
the  answer: 

"The  demurrer  can  not  be  sustained  to  the  second  defense.  The 
plaintiff  is  a  corporation  duly  organized,  and  the  transaction  in  ques- 
tion was  betweoi  it  and  the  defendant  If  the  transaction  be  lawful, 
thai  any  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  it  against  the  defendant  is 
Tested  in  the  plaintiff,  and  no  one  else  can  sue.  upon  it  If  it  be  unlaw- 
ful, recoTery  wiU  be  denied,  not  because  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  real 
party  in  interest,  but  because  the  policy  of  the  law  wiU  not  permit  a 
recoTery.  If  there  be  a  right  of  action  at  law,  it  is,  upon  the  defend- 
ant's own  showing,  vested  in  the  plaintiff. 

"  In  the  third  defense  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  for  many  years 
ivior  to  the  bringing  of  this  suit  was  a  Jobber  in  buying  and  selling 
waU  paper  in  Ohio  and  other  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States;  that  certain  persons,  firms,  and  corporations,  36  in  number, 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  waU  paper,  their  product  being  up- 
wards of  08  p»  cent  of  all  the  wall  paper  manufactured  and  sold  in 
the  United  States,  conspiring  to  form  a  combination  by  which  to 
limit  the  production  of  wall  paper  in  the  United  States,  and  to 
enhance  the  prices  thereof  to  Jobbers,  wholesalers,  retailers,  and  con- 
sumers, and  to  restrain  trade  and  commerce  between  the  several  states 
and  territories  of  the  United  States  and  with  foreign  nations, '  agreed 
with  each  [Ml]  other  that,  while  said  corporations  and  persons  should 
retain  ownership  of  their  said  plants  and  business,  and  preserve  and 
omtlnae  their  several  Identities,  and  operate  said  manufactories  and 
biiirtufiwrs  aa  before^  the  control  of  said  businesses,  and  aU  matter 
rdatlng  to  and  effecting  the  production  of  said  estabUshments  and 
the  price  and  sale  of  aU  waU  paper  manufactured  thereby,  should  be 
under  the  contzol  of  a  committee  to  be  appointed  by  said  several  cor- 
porations and  firms,  each  to  have  a  voice  in  such  appointment  in  propor- 
tion to  the  Gspadty  of  the  several  factories  owned  by  them,  respec- 
tively; that  such  committee  should  adopt  rules  and  regulations  gov- 
erning the  manner  of  conducting  the  business  of  said  firms  and  cor- 
porattons,  the  hours  said  factories  owned  by  them  should  be  operated, 
the  patterns  of  waU  paper  to  be  manufactured  by  them,  the  times  when 
samplefl  of  the  goods  to  be  manufactured  for  the  ensuing  season  should 
be  submitted  to  a  pricing  committee  appointed  by  said  committee,  to 
enable  it  to  dassity  and  fix  the  Ust  prices  thereof,  to  fix  and  deter- 
mine Ust  priees,  discounts*  terms  of  sale,  equaliaation  of  freight  rates, 
and  aU  other  matters  affecting  the  production  and  regulation  of  prices, 
and  the  elaaaiflcatlon  of  the  dealers  in  waU  paper  in  the  United 
States,  and  the  prices  at  which  waU  paper  should  be  sold  to  and  by 
such  several  dssses,  and  the  division  of  the  profits  arising  among  said 
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several  corporations  and  flnna,  not  In  proportion  to  th«ir  production 
and  sales,  but  in  proportion  to  tlieir  capacity;  and,  further,  tbat,  to 
secure  the  faithful  performance  by  each  of  said  persons  and  corpora- 
tions of  the  provisions  of  said  trust  agreement,  they  should  each  pay 
a  sam  into  a  common  pool,  in  proportion  to  the  capacity  of  their 
respective  manufactories,  which  said  sum  should  be  forfeited  by  any 
of  such  said  manufacturers  who  should  break  said  agreement,  com- 
peting with  the  other  parties  to  said  agreement,  or  sell  at  other  or 
different  prices  than  those  to  be  fixed  by  said  committee.'  And  to 
defeat  and  evade  the  law  it  was  further  agreed  that :  '  For  the  more 
effectual  carrying  out  of  said  scheme,  a  corporation  should  be  osten- 
sibly formed  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  to  be  called 
the  ''Continental  Wall  Paper  Company,"  being  the  plaintiff  herein, 
with  a  capital  stock  of  $200,000,  to  be  divided  into  16,000  shares  of 
the  par  value  of  $12.50  each,  said  stock  to  be  divided  among  said  cor- 
porations and  firms  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  rolls  of  paper 
manufactured  by  them  in  the  year  preceding  said  month  of  July, 
A.  D.  1808/  That  seven  directors  of  said  Continental  Wall  Paper 
Company  should  be  selected  by  the  members  of  the  combination. 
That  said  corporations  and  firms  each  and  the  Continental  Wall  Paper 
Company  should  sign  a  printed  contract,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached 
to  the  answer  as  Bxhibit  1,  in  which  the  manufacturer  is  deelgnated 
as  the  vendor  and  the  plaintiff  as  the  company,  and  which  provides, 
among  other  things,  In  substance,  that  the  company  shall  act  as  sell- 
ing agent  in  handling  the  «itire  product  of  the  vendor  at  the  prices 
set  forth  in  Schedules  A,  B,  and  C  of  Exhibit  1.  That  there  shall  be 
no  enlargement  of  the  manufacturing  facilities  of  the  vendor,  but  that 
new  machina*y  may  be  substituted  for  old  which  may  Income  useless. 
It  also  provides  for  the  classification  of  the  purchasers  of  wall  paper. 
And  it  was  further  agreed  that  the  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company 
should  require  all  dealers  in  wall  paper,  whether  jobbers  or  whole- 
salers, to  sign  an  agreement,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  answer 
as  Exhibit  2,  which,  among  other  things,  provides :  *  First.  That  the 
company  will  sell,  subject  to  such  limitations  as  it  may  impose^  and 
the  jobber  will  purchase,  the  entire  requirements  of  the  Jobber  in  his 
businesB  of  selling  wall  paper  for  the  business  year  ending  Jnly  1, 

1809,  to  the  amount  of  a  gross  valuation,  without  discounts,  of , 

the  jobber  reserving  to  himself  the  right  to  purchase  such  merchandise 

as  he  may  need  In  excess  of from  others.    ♦     •     •     Second. 

The  jobber  shall  be  allowed  discounts  at  the  rate  shown  in  the  accom- 
panying  schedule,  marked  *'A,"  which  is  hereby  irabodied  in  tbiB 
agreement  as  a  part  thereof.  Third.  Attached  hereto  marked  "B" 
is  a  schedule  of  the  road  prices  at  which  the  company  stils  its  goods 
for  the  term  embraced  in  this  contract  to  dealers  other  than  jobbers, 
and  also  a  statement  of  discounts  allowed  to  such  customers  other 
than  Jobbers  for  quantity  purchases,  together  with  the  terms  of  credit 
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and  frei^t  allowance  to  wbich  sndi  eustomera  are  entitled.    It  Is  an 
eaaentlal  fOM]  condltfon  of  this  agreement  tbat  the  Jobber  will  not, 
directly  or  Indirectly,  sell  or  offer  for  sale  any  of  the  merchandise 
parchaeed  from  the  company  hereunder  at  lower  prices  or  npon 
better  or  more  fayorable  terms  than  those  Hhown  in  Schedule  B  the 
inteDt  hereof  being  to  assore  the  company  against  the  use  by  the 
Jobber  of  this  agreement  to  nnderseil  the  company.'    And  in  the  erent 
of  the  refusal  of  any  wholesaler  to  sign  snch  agreement,  no  pape* 
should  be  sold  to  him,  and  he  should  be  driren  ont  of  business.    It  is 
farther  riiown  that '  to  conceal  the  fact  that  it  (Efarhibit  No.  2)  was  an 
agreement  to  purchase  from  no  one  but  said  company  and  the  mem- 
bers of  eald  combination  and  trust,  the  amount  of  purchases  made  by 
the  buyer  In  the  previous  year  from  all  the  members  of  said  combi- 
natlen  and  trust,  being  the  entire  amount  of  purchases  made  by  such 
boyM'  during  the  preceding  year,  was  ascertained,  and  an  amount  at 
least  double  thereof,  being  an  amount  supposed  to  be,  and  which  was 
in  fact,  more  than,  by  any  possibility,  could  be  needed  by  such  buyer, 
was  tnserted  in  said  blanks  as  the  amount  to  be  purchased  by  such 
buyer  ftmn  the  company.'    And  it  is  further  shown  that  '  at  the  time 
of  the  formation  of  said  combination  and  trust  John  Waldron  &  Son 
and  the  Kaukauna  Machine  Ck)mpany  were  the  only  manufacturers 
in  the  United  States  of  wall  paper  manufacturing  machinery  in  the 
United  States,  having  their  factories,  one  in  New  Brunswick,  N.  J., 
and  the  other  in  Kaukauna,  Wis.,  and  were  engaged  in  manufacturing 
wall  paper  machinery  In  said  states.    •    ♦    •    In  further  carrying  out 
of  said  combination  and  trust,    •    •    •    agreements  were  made  be- 
tween eald  manufticturers  of  machinery  and  said  plaintiff,  by  which, 
for  a  certain  consideration,  said  manufacturers  of  machinery  agreed, 
during  the  existence  of  plaintiff,  to  sell  wall  paper  manufacturing 
madblnery  only  to  It  and  the  members  of  said  combination,  and  not 
to  any  new  mills  deslrtng  to  start'    And  It  is  further  shown  that '  the 
members  of  said  combination  and  trust,  the  said  plaintiff,  further  to 
carry  out  said  agreement,  compelled  all  the  other  wholesale  and  quan- 
tity buyers  to  sign  agreements,  in  the  form  attached  to  this  answer, 
marked  "  Exhibit  S,**  the  same  being  a  printed  form  with  blanks  for 
slgHSteres^  and  having  attached  thereto  the  prices  shown  as  Schedule 
C  ftttacfaed  to  Cadilbit  1,  wtilch  are  the  list  prices  referred  to  in  said 
agresBMnt*    And  It  is  further  shown  that  the  combination  had  the 
power  and  the  will  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  obtaining  wall  paper 
for  its  trade,  and  to  drive  it  out  of  business,  and  it  wos  compelled  to, 
and  did,  tfgn  the  agreement  attached  to  the  answer  as  Exhibit  2,  and 
in  carvyiag  out  said  sdieme  and  combination  did  purchase  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  did  deliver  to  the  defendant,  '  in  the  year 
from  September,  1898,  to  September,  1899,  wall  paper,  of  which  this 
defendant  paid  to  said  plaintiff  for  and  per  direction  of  the  members 
of  said  combination  the  sum  of  $144,854.14/  as  shown  by  the  state- 
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ment  of  account  attached  to  the  petition.  That  the  prices  charged 
in  the  exhibit  attached  to  the  amended  petition  are  the  prices  fixed 
and  determined  in  pursuance  of  and  by  the  combination  or  trust  agree- 
ment, and  at  least  one-half  more  than  th^  would  otherwise  have  been, 
and  that  ttit  wall  paper  was  purchased  by  the  defendant  and  delivered 
by  the  plaintiff  in  pursuance  of  said  combination  or  trust  agreement, 
and  that  this  suit  is  an  attempt  to  enforce  and  recover  the  prices 
so  fixed  by  said  combination. 

"In  short,  this  defense  shows  a  combination  of  manufacturers  of 
wall  paper,  of  manufacturers  of  wall  paper  machinery,  and  of  jobbers 
and  wholesalers  of  wall  paper,  with  power  to  control  the  production 
and  sale  of  all  wall  paper  machinery  and  98  per  cent  of  all  wall  paper 
manufactured  in  the  United  States,  and  that  in  the  exercise  of  this 
power  it  limited  production,  prevented  competition,  fixed  and  enhanced 
the  prices  of  wall  paper,  and  compelled  the  jobbers  and  wholesalers 
throughout  the  United  States  to  buy  and  sell  to  retailers  and  con- 
sumers at  the  prices  so  fixed,  and  that  this  action  is  founded  on  an 
account  for  wall  paper  sold  to  the  defendant  as  one  of  the  members 
of  the  combination,  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  agent  and  trustee  of  the 
combination,  at  the  prices  so  fixed  by  the  combination,  and  in  further- 
ance of  the  purposes  of  its  organization.  Assuming,  for  the  purpose 
of  the  demurrer,  that  the  allegations  of  this  defense  are  true,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  combination  was  illegal  and  unlawful,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  anti-trust  laws  of  Ohio  and  [958]  of  the  United  States. 
The  present  case  differs  from  the  Connolly  Case,  184  U.  S.  640-649,  22 
Sup.  Ct  431,  46  L.  Kd.  679,  in  this :  that  the  purchases  by  the  defend- 
ant had  direct  and  necessary  connection  with  the  illegal  combination. 
The  defendant  was  not  an  outsider,  purchasing  goods  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of  business,  but  a  member  of  the  com- 
bination, who  purchased  the  goods  from  the  combination  through  its 
representative  and  agent,  upon  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  combina- 
tion, and  in  furtherance  of  its  purpose&  The  demurrer  to  this  de- 
fense, therefore,  is  not  well  taken,  and  will  be  overruled. 

"  Under  the  fourth  and  fifth  defenses,  the  defendant  seeks  to  recover 
by  way  of  cross-petition  under  the  anti-trust  laws  of  Ohio  and  of  the 
United  States,  as  damages,  double  and  treble  the  mon^s  paid  by  it 
to  the  plaintiff  for  wall  paper,  as  shown  by  the  exhibits  attached  to 
the  petiticm  and  the  amendment  thereto.  The  demurrer  to  these  de- 
fenses is  well  taken,  and  will  be  sustained.  It  is  not  admitted  to 
these  defenses  that  the  defendant  was  a  party  to  the  illegal  combina- 
tion, but  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the  admission  of  the  third  defense. 
It  will  not  be  permitted  to  admit  for  the  purposes  of  the  third  defense 
a  fact  pertinent  to  the  transaction  under  investigation.** 
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Sjrllabu& 
[21]  JAYNE  ET  AL.  v.  LODEB. 

(Circiilt  Goart  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit    December  8,  1906.) 

[149  Fed.,  2L] 

NXW     TBX4L — GBOX7ND8 — SUBMIBSIOIT     OF     INCOMPETENT     ETIDENCZ     OT 

Damages — ^Bxmission  or  Excess  or  Rxcovebt. — Where  a  plaintifTs 
claim  for  damages  for  a  tort  was  submitted  to  the  jury  on  incom- 
petent evidence  as  to  certain  of  the  items  claimed,  and  a  verdict  was 
returned  for  plaintiff  for  less  than  the  total  amount  claimed,  the 
error  cannot  be  rectified  by  requiring  a  remittitur  of  the  amount  of 
the  items  so  erroneously  submitted,  since  the  court  cannot  know 
whether,  or  to  what  eztoit,  such  items  entered  into  the  verdict,  and 
the  only  remedy  is  by  the  granting  of  a  new  triaL* 

[Bd.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Gent  Dig.  vol.  87,  New  Trial. 
I  828.] 

MoNOFOUES — Shebman  ANTi-TnTST  Act — Combination  in  Bestsaint 
or  Intebstatx  Commerce — ^Manutactubebs  or  Pbopbietabt  Medi- 
oiHBB. — ^The  manufacturer  of  a  proprietary  medicine  may  sell  or 
¥rithhold  from  selling  as  he  pleases,  fixing  the  prices,  and  naming 
the  terms  at  and  upon  which  alone  he  will  do  so,  and  refusing  to 
sell  to  those  who  will  not  comply,  and,  so  fbr  as  this  is  confined  to 
his  own  goods,  and  l;>ur8ued  by  independent  and  individual  action, 
it  is  within  his  rights;  but  whoi  two  or  more  combine  and  agree 
that  neither  will  sell  to  any  one  who  cuts  the  prices  of  any  of  the 
others,  this  concerted  policy,  by  which  it  is  sought,  not  only  to  main- 
tain by  each  the  price  of  his  own  medicine,  which  alone  he  is  inter- 
ested in  or  has  the  right  to  control,  but  also  the  prices  on  those  of 
all  who  are  thus  banded  together,  is  a  direct  interference  with  and 
restraint  upon  the  freedom  of  trade,  and  when  it  affects  interstate 
commerce  is  clearly  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
such  trade,  in  violation  of  the  antitrust  law  of  July  2,  1890  (26 
Stat  209,  a  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]). 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point  see  Cent  Dig.  voL  35,  Monopolies, 
I  18.] 

Sams — Combination  or  Associations  in  Dbuo  Tbadb. — ^Three  national 
associations  of  persons  interested  in  the  drug  trade — the  Proprietors* 
Association  of  America,  composed  of  manufacturers  of  proprietary 
medicines,  the  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Association,  and  the 
National  Association  of  Retail  Druggists — ^Joined  in  the  adoption  of 
a  so-called  **  tripartite  agreement,"  the  purpose  of  which  was  to 
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maintain  the  retail  prices  of  patent  or  proprietary  medicines,  and 
which  provided  that  wholesalers  should  refrain  from  selling  such 
medicines  at  any  price  to  "  aggressire  cutters  "  of  prices  or  brokers ; 
an  aggressive  cutter  being  defined  as  a  dealer  who  was  so  desig- 
nated by  75  per  cent  of  the  local  trade  at  any  given  place.  Pur- 
suant to  such  concerted  plan,  to  which  all  were  bound  and  to  carry 
it  into  effect,  proprietors  therenfter  sold  only  at  fixed  and  uni- 
form prices  to  those  wholesalers  who  agreed  to  maintain  prices, 
and  not  to  sell  to  aggressive  cutters  or  brokers,  in  accordance  with  a 
list  furnished  by  a  committee  of  the  wholesalers*  association,  while 
the  list  of  aggressive  cutters  was  furnished  by  the  secretary  of  the 
retailers'  association.  If  a  wholesaler  violated  such  agreement,  and 
sold  to  an  aggressive  cutter,  he  was  at  once  reported,  and  his  name 
added  to  that  list,  and  notice  of  the  fact  sent  to  all  retailers  who 
were  members,  with  a  suggestion  that  they  act  for  the  protection  of 
their  interest.  If  he  was  reinstated,  a  second  notice  of  that  fact 
was  sent.  Heldj  that  such  concerted  plan  and  action  constituted  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  in 
violation  of  the  antitrust  law  of  July  2,  1S90  (26  Stat.  209,  c.  647 
[U.  S.  Oomp.  St  1901,  p.  82001). 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  86,  Monopolies, 
113.] 

[22]  Same — Action  fob  Damages — Joinder  or  Memisebs  of  Separate 
Combinations. — National  associations  of  manufacturers  of  proprie- 
tary medicines,  wholesale  druggists  and  retail  druggists,  respectively, 
entered  into  a  tripartite  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining 
prices  of  proprietary  medicines,  which  constituted  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  in  violation  of 
the  nnti-trust  law  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat.  209,  c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  and  adopted  definite  plans  and  methods  for  car- 
rying it  into  effect  by  preventing  retailers  who  cut  prices  from 
obtaining  such  medicines.  Subsequently,  to  forward  the  same  gen- 
eral purpose,  the  retailers'  association  proposed  further  plans  and 
methods  far  more  drastic,  under  which  such  price  cutters  were  pre- 
vented from  obtaining  any  druggists'  supplies.  These  plans  were 
not  adopted  by  the  other  associations,  but  were  assented  to  by  some 
of  their  members  individually  upon  direct  appeal  but  not  by  othera 
HeUl,  that  the  two  combinations  were  separate  and  distinct,  and 
that  a  party  to  the  first,  who  did  not  become  a  party  to  the  second, 
was  not  bound  thereby,  and  could  not  be  joined  as  a  defendant  in 
an  action  for  damages  under  the  statute  with  other  defendants, 
who  were  parties  only  to  the  second  agreement,  nor  was  the  latter 
admissible  in  evidence  against  him. 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania. 
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Opinion  of  the  Court 
For  opinion  bdow,  see  14S  Fed.  1010. 

W.  Horace  Hepburn^  Irving  P.  Wanger^  and  John  O. 
Johnson^  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Hmiry  /.  Soott^  tor  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Dauljui  and  Gbat,  Circuit  Judges,  and  AROHinAU), 
District  Judge. 

Abchibald,  District  Judge. 

This  ease  was  an  involved  and  tedious  one,  and  the  reluc- 
taace  of  counsel  to  retry  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at.  The 
soggestion  at  bar,  however,  that  there  should  be  no  reversal 
unless  it  ooiald  be  without  a  venire,  was  not  put  in  shape  to  be 
acted  upon;  and  as  material  error  has  been  assigned  which 
cannot  be  passed  by,  notwitiistanding  the  painstaking  care 
with  which  the  case  was  considered  and  the  correctness  with 
which,  in  the  main,  it  was  disposed  of,  it  must  nev^heless 
go  bttck  and  be  tried  over. 

The  error  which  lies  on  the  surface  is  the  attempt  of  the 
court,  by  a  reduction  of  the  verdict,  to  eliminate  itmis  of 
damage  with  regard  to  which  there  was  admittedly  no  suffi- 
cient evidence.  The  damages  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  were 
$34,416.72,  made  up  as  follows :  Compensation  for  extra  time 
and  labor,  covering  a  period  of  4  years,  $SO,000 ;  8  per  cent, 
increased  cost  on  $96/)00  worth  of  proprietary  medicines 
purchased,  $7,j680;  extra  dark  hire  for  4  years,  $4,000;  in- 
terest for  4  years  (m  $10,000  increased  capital  required, 
$2,700;  loss  of  profits  on  sales  in  June  and  July,  1904,  $86.72. 
The  jury  gave  a  verdict  somewhat  less  than  this,  for  $20,738, 
which  the  court,  on  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  still  further  reduced 
to  $10,880.52,  to  which  extent  alone  it  was  figured  there  was 
evideace  to  sustain  it.  Lodsr  v.  /ayns  (CX  C.)  142  Fed.  1010. 
It  is  not  neoessary  to  follow  the  ^eps  by  which  this  result 
was  reached,  or  the  reasoning  by  which  it  was  sought  to  be 
justified.  It  is  sufficient  to  note  that  the  evidence  with  re- 
gard to  the  first  and  fourth  items  of  claim  was  held  to  be 
insufficient,  and  that  the  item  of  clerk  hire  [28]  was  found 
to  be  substaatiated  to  tiie  amount  of  but  $8,164.    Putting  this 
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and  the  remaining  two  items  together,  the  yerdict  was  al- 
lowed to  stand  for  the  aggregate;  all  above  that  being  re- 
quired to  be  released. 

The  error  which  was  so  committed  is  manifest.  The  ad- 
mission of  incompetent  evidence  could  not  be  cured  in  any 
such  way.  The  verdict  rendered  is  based  on  the  whole  of  it, 
good  and  bad,  and  there  is  no  means  of  knowing  by  what 
items  the  jury  were  influenced,  or  how  far  the  items  which 
are  now  allowed  were  accepted  by  them,  or  entered  into 
their  calculations.  As  it  stands,  the  verdict  is  judge 
made;  the  only  virtue  in  it  being  that  it  is  within  the 
amount  assessed  by  the  jury.  But  that  coincidence  does  not 
help  it,  the  amount  so  found  being  the  result  of  evidence  im- 
properly submitted  for  their  consideration,  the  only  remedy 
for  which  was  to  grant  a  new  triaL  Jacoby  v.  Jokngouj  120 
Fed.  487,  56  C.  C.  A.'  687.  See,  also,  Watt  v.  Watt,  L.  R. 
App.  Cases  (1905)  115. 

More  important,  however,  is  the  question  which  is  raised, 
whether  the  defendants  are  in  any  respect  liable.  The  action 
is  for  damages,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2, 1890  (26 
Stat.  209,  c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200] ) ,  commonly 
known  as  the  '^  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law,"  the  defendants 
being  charged  with  having  entered  into  an  imlawful  com- 
bination injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  within  its  terms.  The 
sections  which  obtain  are  given  in  the  margin.^  The  drug 
trade  is  the  one  affected;  the  plaintiff  being  a  retail  dealer 
doing  business  in  Philadelphia,  and  the  defendants  variously 
engaged  as  wholesale  or  retail  druggists  or  manufacturers  of 
patent  medicines  and  pharmaceutical  supplies.    The  plaintiff 

'  **  Section  1.  'Everj  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  tmgt  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal. 
Bvery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  such 
combination  or  conspiracy  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five 
thousand  dollars  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year  or  by 
both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

"  Sko.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lise or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopoUie  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
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is  the  subject  of  trade  animosity  because  he  does  not  main- 
tain the  piioe  of  medicines,  as  the  defendants  think  he  ought 
to,  and  as  they  have  agreed  among  themselves  that  they 
shall  be.  He  is  what  is  known  as  an  "  aggressive  cutter," 
against  whom  and  others  similarly  actuated  the  acta  com- 
plained of  are  directed. 

That  which  is  charged  to  be  a  combination  in  violation  of 
the  act  oonaLsts  primarily  in  what  is  known  as  the  ^^Tri- 
partite Plan,"  so  called  [24]  because  of  its  being  entered  into 
by  the  three  affiliated  associations  in  the  drug  trade — the 
Proprietary  Association  of  America,  the  National  Whole- 
sale Druggists'  Association,  and  the  National  Association  of 
Betail  Druggists—of  one  or  the  other  of  which  the  defend- 
ants are  members.  The  purpose  was  to  maintain  the  retail 
prices  of  patent  or  proprietary  medicines  by  combined  action, 
which  was  recognized  as  necessary  to  accomplish  it  Thede 
medicines,  being  compounded  according  to  secret  formulas 
by  those  who  originate  them,  are  made  popular  by  extensive 
advertising,  and  are  supposed  to  be  retailed  to  the  consimier 
at  uniform  prices,  fixed  by  the  proprietors  and  named  on  the 
padfage.  In  some  parts  of  the  country  this  is  carried  out, 
but  in  others,  particularly  in  the  large  cities,  where  competi- 
tion is  keen,  there  has  for  a  long  time  been  a  cutting  of  prices 
by  the  retailer,  which  has  reacted  on  the  jobber  or  wholesaler, 
as  well  as  the  proprietary,  demoralizing  all  branches  of  the 
trade.  This  condition  was  the  subject  of  extended  discus- 
sion  and  animadversion  for  a  number  of  years  at  various 
meetings  of  the  several  associations  involved ;  different  means 
for  remedying  it  being  proposed.    The  plan  finally  formu- 

.states  or  with  foreign  nations,  shaU  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and  on  conviction  thereof,  shaU  be  punished  by  fine  not 
iMgA^ftrting  fiye  thousand  dollars  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  pnniahmoits  in  the  discretion  of  the  court." 

*'  Baa  7.  Any  person  who  shaU  be  injured  in  his  business  or  prop- 
er^ by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  for- 
blddoi  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act  may  sue  therefor  in  any 
ClrcQlt  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defend- 
ant resides,  or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controyersy 
and  ibaU  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained*  and  the 
coats  of  soitp  Including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 
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lated  was  adopted  upon  an  overture  from  the  retailers  at  the 
annual  meeting  of  the  wholesalers  at  Chicago  in  September, 
1900,  in  which  the  proprietors  as  associate  members  partici- 
pated. It  seems  to  have  had  its  inception  in  a  resolution 
passed  at  the  preceding  annual  meeting  of  the  wholesalers, 
in  conformity  to  which  the  chairman  of  the  proprietary  com- 
mittee and  the  chairman  of  the  executive  committee  of  the 
retailers  sent  out  in  March,  1900,  a  confidential  circular,  in 
the  joint  names  of  the  two  associations,  to  various  patent 
medicine  proprietors,  urging  them  for  the  future  to  confine 
their  best  price  sales  to  a  uniform  list  of  jobbers  to  be  selected 
as  wholesale  agents.  A  number  of  prominent  proprietors, 
who  had  already  agreed  to  the  proposed  policy,  was  given, 
and  in  order  to  make  it  effective  it  was  urged  that  each  should 
send  out  to  his  wholesale  distributing  agents  a  printed  price 
list,  giving  the  regular  rebates  on  goods  when  ordered  in  cer- 
tain quantities,  to  be  restricted,  however,  to  those  who  did 
not  divide  quantities  with  others,  or  quote  or  sell  these  prepa- 
ratiims,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  or  permit  them  to  be 
disposed  of  in  any  way,  at  less  than  the  prices  stated.  Favor- 
able responses  were  received  to  these  circulars,  but  at  the 
suggestion  of  members  of  the  retail  trade,  as  wdl  as  in  pur- 
suance of  views  expressed  by  a  large  percentage  of  the  job- 
bers, it  was  decided  that  the  selection  of  the  list  of  wholesale 
agents,  to  whom  alone  best  price  sales  should  be  made,  should 
be  subject  to  certain  conditions:  (1)  That  jobbers  through 
their  saleanen  should  refrain  from  running  down  proprietary 
goods,  and  should  sell  whatever  was  called  for  by  the  cus- 
tomer without  reference  to  any  particular  article  happening 
to  pay  a  higher  profit;  (2)  that  they  ask  no  further  discounts 
than  already  allowed;  (3)  that  each  jobber  discontinue  his* 
so-called  nonsecret  department  (referring  to  substitute  prepa- 
rations offered  in  place  of  proprietary  medicines  called  for)  ; 
and  (4)  that  they  refrainTfrom  selling  proprietary  prepara- 
tions at  any  price,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  to  aggressive 
cutters  or  brokers;  an  aggressive  cutter  being  defined  as  a 
dealer  who  was  so  designated  by  75  per  cent  of  the  local 
trade  at  any  given  place.  The  plan  so  reconunended  was 
adopted,  not  only,  as  already  [25]  stated,  by  the  National 
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WholeBftlers'  AasoeiatioB,  but  by  the  proprietors  and  retailers 
as  weU,  and  became  the  so-ealled  ''  Tripartite  Agreeoient " 
in  suit.  To  be  sueoessf  ul,  it  required  the  adherence  and  con- 
certed action  of  the  membera  of  each  association,  and  this  was 
secured  by  direct  appeal  and  individual  assent.  As  tbe  result 
of  it,  the  proprietors  sold  only,  thereafter,  at  uniform  and 
fixed  prices,  to  those  whcdesalers  and  jobbers  who  agreed  to 
maintain  prices  and  not  sell  to  aggressive  cutters  and  brokers ; 
the  recognized  list  of  such  jobbers  being  fumislied  to  the 
prc^ietors  by  the  chairman  of  the  proprietary  committee  of 
the  wholesalers,  and  the  list  of  aggressive  cutters,  as  reported 
by  local  associations  of  retailers,  whose  organisers  investi- 
gated the  matter,  being  made  up  and  sent  out  to  jobbers  and 
proprietors  by  the  secretary  of  the  national  retailers.  If  a 
wholesaler  failed  to  regard  this  list,  and  sold  to  an  aggressive 
cutter,  he  was  promptly  reported,  and  his  name  added  to  it. 
A  pink  slip  was  also  sent  out  to  all  retail  druggists  who  were 
members  of  the  retailers'  association,  calling  attention  to  the 
fmctf  and  insinuating  that  such  individual  action  be  taken  by 
each,  protective  of  his  own  interest,  as  might  seem  advisable; 
a  cessation  of  dealing  being  plainly  intimated.  And  this  was 
followed,  in  case  of  a  correction  of  his  ways  by  the  whole- 
saler and  his  reinstatement,  by  a  yellow  slip,  announcing  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  same  favorable  consideration  as  before. 
Notwithstanding,  however,  the  seemingly  drastic  char- 
acter of  these  provisions,  the  aggressive  cutter  having  still  a 
certain  margin  on  which  to  trade  if  not  thrive,  at  the  annual 
convention  of  the  National  Ketailers'  Association  at  Cleve- 
land in  1902,  it  was  resolved : 

"That  •  •  •  the  secretary  be  instructed  to  request  all  manu- 
facturers  of  chemicals,  pharmaceuticals,  plasters,  dressing,  and  like 
products^  handled  by  the  drug  trade,  to  desist  from  selling  to  aggres- 
slve  cutters,  or  sappliars  of  cutters,  when  solicited  to  do  so  by  tbe 
respective  local  associations;  and  that  the  retail  druggists  shall  be 
made  acquainted  with  the  responses  to  such  requests,  in  such  manner 
as  the  executive  committee  may  deem  best*' 

This  is  the  so-called  '^  Resolution  C,"  to  be  referred  to  more 
fully  by  that  name  as  we  proceed.  Under  the  date  of  Novem- 
ber 6  following,  the  national  secretary  accordingly  addressed 
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a  circular  letter  to  each  of  the  manufacturers  indicated,  pro- 
pounding the  question  whether,  when  specifically  requested 
by  local  associations  of  retail  druggists  throughout  the 
country  affiliated  with  the  National  Retail  Association,  they 
would  refuse  all  sales  to  those  parties  whom  the  various 
manufacturers  of  proprietaries  had  designated  as  aggressive 
cutters.  To  this  appeal  a  large  majority  of  the  manufac- 
turers made  favorable  reply;  but,  others  having  failed  to 
do  so,  a  second  circular  was  issued.  May  1, 1903,  again  calling 
attention  to  the  matter,  and  notifying  the  parties  addressed 
that  there  would  be  published  in  the  official  paper  orf  the 
national  association,  called  ^  Notes,^'  a  list  of  those  who  ac- 
quiesced and  those  who  did  not,  requesting  definite  answer, 
as  before.  "  It  is  believed,"  as  it  is  significantly  said  in 
closing,  "  that  a  little  reflection  will  convince  you  of  the 
desirability  of  co-operating  with  the  secretary  of  the 
N.  A.  R.  D.*  in  the  discharge  of  the  important  duty  [26]  that 
has  been  laid  upon  him."  The  second  circular  brought  in  a 
large  number  not  secured  by  the  first;  the  names  of  several 
of  the  defendants  being  found  in  the  published  list.  The 
resolution  under  which  this  action  was  taken  did  not  suggest 
the  specific  use  which  was  expected  to  be  made  of  the  infor- 
mation conveyed  by  the  publication,  but  several  who  had 
given  in  their  adherence  to  the  plan  having  fallen  by  the 
way,  an  honor  roll  was  proposed  later  on,  which  should  con- 
tain the  names  of  those  wholesale  druggists  and  jobbers  who 
refused,  in  the  words  of  the  committee, "  to  have  any  business 
dealings  whatever  with  unfair  price-demoralizers  "  ;  to  be 
made  up  according  as  favorable  response  was  made  to  the 
circular,  and  to  be  published  the  same  as  the  other  in  the 
N.  A.  R.  D.  "Notes."  In  this  connection,  in  the  issue  of 
January  22, 1904,  the  following  assurance  was  given,  antici- 
pating, somewhat,  the  argument  of  counsel  here : 

**  There  is  no  federal  or  state  law  that  can  possibly  be  constraed  in 
sucb  a  way  as  to  compel  any  jobber  to  sell  goods  he  has  bought  and 
paid  for  to  any  person  or  persons  he  does  not  want  to.  This  is  a  free 
country,  •  *  •  where  freedom  of  trade  within  its  borders  la  goar- 
antied  by  constitutional   proTlsions;   and  each  wholesaler  baa  an 

•  National  Association  of  Retail  Drugglsta 
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imtWenable  right  to  frame  for  himself  a  sellliig  policy,  In  accord  wfth 
hla  own  Ideas  of  what  is  best  for  his  indlvldnal  Interest  and  the  trade 
at  large,  and  then  to  adopt  and  put  this  policy  Into  effect*' 

There  were  other  and  farther  saggestioBs,  from  time  to 
time,  for  concerted  action  against  price  cutters,  in  line  with 
what  has  been  so  referred  to — such  as  requiring  salesmen  to 
have  cards  of  identification  and  regularity;  providing  for 
the  advancing  and  making  uniform  the  prices  for  prescrip- 
tions; having  proprietors  refuse  to  patronize  newspapers 
where  cut  prices  were  advertised ;  and  doing  away  with  the 
necessity  for  a  special  request  from  local  retail  associations, 
in  order  to  have  wholesalers  refuse  to  sell  to  aggressive  cut- 
ters— all,  except,  perhaps,  the  last,  emanating  from  and  being 
advocated  by  the  National  Betailers'  Association.  But  it  is 
not  necessary  to  follow  the  matter  further.  Sufficient  has 
been  giv^i  to  show  the  character  of  the  combination  in  re- 
straint of  trade  which  is  charged,  and  the  only  question  is 
as  to  the  law  which  is  to  be  applied.  It  is  contended,  on  the 
one  hand,  that  no  unlawful  c(»nbination  is  made  out,  the 
manufacturers  of  proprietary  goods  having  the  right  to 
decide,  each  for  himself,  as  was  done,  to  whom  and  upon 
what  terms  and  conditions  he  would  sell,  or  whether  he  would 
sell  at  all ;  it  making  no  difference,  provided  his  policy  in  this 
regard  was  individual,  whether  it  coincided  with  a  similar 
policy,  adopted  by  others  of  the  same  class  or  not,  nor  that 
the  action  so  taken  was  to  that  extent  concerted.  The  tripar- 
tite agreement,  to  which  alone  the  proprietors  subscribed, 
was  not,  according  to  this,  unlawful ;  and  as  to  anjrthing  after 
ihnt  to  which  they  did  not  agree,  or  which  they  did  not  recog- 
nize or  sobscribe  to,  such  as  the  so-called  ^^  Resolution  C,'' 
with  its  honor  roll  and  white  list,  got  up  by  the  secretary  of 
the  retailers  on  his  own  motion,  under  it,  they  are  not  answer- 
able; and  these  were  therefore  improperly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence against  them.  It  is  argued,  on  the  other  hand,  that 
the  combination  and  conspiracy  for  which  action  is  brought 
is  not  to  be  limited  to  the  tripartite  agreement,  or  the  sale  of 
proprietary  medicines  to  which  it  related,  which  was,  how- 
ever, unquestionably,  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade,  within 
[87]  the  meaning  of  the  act    But  that  it  is  to  be  taken  as 
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extending  to  everything  which  was  done  coocertedly  to  carry 
out  the  peirading  idea,  to  which  the  defendants  individually 
and  collectively  subscribed,  which  was  to  cripple  and  drive 
out  of  business,  by  coercive  measures,  sudi  onttera  o#  prices 
as  75  per  cent  of  the  local  trade  at  any  given  place  declared 
obnoxious.  This,  it  is  claimed,  was  tiie  real  eonspiracy,  of 
which  the  various  steps  taken  were  mievely  manifestations  or 
overt  acts,  including  ^  Besohition  C,"  the  ^^  Boll  of  Honor 
list,"  etc. ;  all  of  which  were  therefore  admissible  against  the 
defendants  generally. 

Both  contenticms  are  right  to  a  certain  extent ;  neither  can 
be  sustained  in  its  entirety.  Undoubtedly  the  originator  and 
compounder  of  a  proprietary  medicine  may  shape  his  own 
policy,  and  sell  or  withhold  from  selling,  as  he  pleases,  ac- 
cording to  supposed  self-interest  or  whim ;  fixing  the  prices 
and  naming  the  terms  and  conditions  at  and  upon  which 
alone  he  will  do  so,  refusing  to  those  who  will  not  comply. 
And  so  far  as  this  is  confined  to  his  own  goods,  and  pursued 
by  independent  and  individual  action,  it  cannot  be  chal* 
lenged*  It  is  quite  a  different  matter,  however,  when  two  or 
more  combine  and  agree  that  neither  will  sell  to  any  one  who 
cuts  the  prices  of  any  of  the  others.  This  concerted  policy, 
by  which  it  is  sought  not  only  to  maintain  by  each  the  price 
of  his  own  medicines,  which  al<xie  he  is  interested  in  or 
has  the  right  to  control,  but  also  the  prices  on  those  of  all  who 
are  thus  banded  together,  is  manifestly  a  direct  interference 
with  and  restraint  upon  the  freedom  of  trade,  which  in  com- 
merce between  the  states  it  was  the  object  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress to  preserve.  As  in  every  conspiracy,  it  is  the  joining 
together  of  a  number  that  counts,  and  that  the  individual 
has  to  fear.  It  is  true  that  a  common  plan  or  policy  does  not 
necessarily  mean  a  combined  one.  The  individual  manu- 
facturer or  proprietor  may  be  persuaded,  for  example,  that 
.  the  retailer  or  jobber  who  cuts  the  medicines  of  his  neighbor 
to-day  will  likely  cut  his  medicines  to-morrow,  and  so  decide 
not  to  sell  him;  and  it  will  not  make  out  a  conspiracy  that 
others  are  of  the  same  mind.  If  that  was  all  there  was  to 
the  present  case,  it  would  be  easily  disposed  of.  But,  un- 
fortunately for  the  defendants,  it  is  not.    The  policy  adopted 
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and  pursued  with  respect  to  aggressive  cutters  and  those 
who  sold  to  them  was  not  that  of  the  proprietors  only,  acting 
independently,  each  with  regard  to  his  own,  according  to 
what  seemed  to  him  good.  The  arrangement  was  tripartite, 
in  which  all  the  affiliated  associations  of  the  drug  trade  were 
involved — ^proprietors,  wholesale  distributing  agents  or  job- 
bers, and  retailers,  the  latter,  if  anything  dominating  it — 
evolved  after  extended  agitation,  discussion,  and  conference, 
to  which  the  members  were  individually  and  collectively 
bound,  disciplinary  and  coercive  measures  being  provided 
against  any  who  proved  recalcitrant.  Let  a  patent  medicine 
man  or  wholesaler  disregard  its  terms,  and  he  was  quickly 
given  to  understand  that,  if  he  catered  to  the  aggressive 
cutter,  he  could  not  expect  the  custom  of  the  organized  re- 
tailer, between  whom  it  did  not  usually  take  him  long  to 
decide.  He  became,  if  he  persisted,  an  unfair  trader,  to  be 
treated  accordingly,  until  he  repented  and  was  reinstated, 
after  acknowledging  the  error  of  his  ways,  and  agreeing  to 
transgress  no  more.  Against  this  discipline,  and  with  this 
rod  held  over  them,  it  is  needless  to  say  that  [28]  there  were 
few  who  went  astray,  and  still  fewer  who  held  out.  There 
was,  perhaps,  a  murmur  here  and  there,  a  question  raised  as 
to  wh^her  they  might  not  overstep  the  law,  and  a  recognition 
that  they  were  close  to  the  line ;  but  it  was  met  by  assurances 
such  as  that  quoted  above,  or  by  suggestions  of  escape  by  in- 
dividual action,  which  can  hardly  be  expected  to  deceive. 
Nor  did,  mdeed,  the  individual  proprietor  control  his  own 
prices,  nor  determine  to  whom  his  goods  should  go.  This 
was  done  for  him  in  the  cities  by  the  local  associations  of 
retail  druggists,  into  whose  hands  he  thus  committed  himself. 
The  prices  which  should  there  prevail  were  of  their  naming, 
and  aggressive  cutters  were  those  who  did  not  maintain  them, 
who  were  ferreted  out,  and  reported  by  the  retailers'  agents. 
All  this  and  more  was  part  and  parcel  of  the  tripartite  plan, 
to  which  the  proprietary,  as  well  as  the  wholesaler,  bound 
himself  when  he  entered  into  it. 

If  co-operation  and  concerted  action  such  as  this  does  not 
make  out  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade^ 
it  is  difficult  to  see  what  would  be  effective  to  do  so.    The 

lOerO'— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol 
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combination  is  dear,  and  has  been  demonstrated ;  so,  also,  is 
the  restraint  of  trade.  That  indeed  was  the  avowed  purpose 
of  it,  which  was  not  simply  to  put  the  aggressive  cutter  out 
of  business,  but  to  maintain  prices  to  the  consumer,  by  this 
means,  as  they  would  not  be  maintained  if  left  to  themselves. 
It  seems  incredible,  except  as  the  trade  in  patent  medicines 
is  known  to  be  immense,  but  it  is  confidently  asserted,  by 
those  having  the  right  to  speak,  that  the  cost  to  the  country 
of  the  tripartite  agreement  amounted  to  $90,000,000  in  six 
years.  The  general  public  have  thus  as  usual,  been  made 
to  foot  the  bill.  That  this  constitutes  in  law,  as  in  fact, 
an  unlawful  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  Whatever  may 
be  decided  elsewhere,  the  question  is  set  at  rest  by  Addyston 
Pipe  Co.  V.  U.  S.J  175  U.  S.  211,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed. 
136,  and  MorUague  v.  Lowry^  193  U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Ct.  807, 
48  L.  Ed.  608,  which  control.  In  the  former  there  was  a 
combination  among  certain  manufacturers  of  cast-iron  pipe, 
controlling  two-thirds  of  the  business  in  states  of  the  South 
and  West,  by  which  they  agreed  to  advance  the  prices  to  the 
consumer  by  abolishing  competition  between  themselves,  par- 
celing out  the  territory,  and  fixing  the  prices  at  which  sales 
should  be  made  therein,  going  through  the  form  of  bidding 
against  each  other  at  times  as  a  blind;  the  prices  and  the 
successful  bidder  in  each  case  being  pre-arranged.  It  was. 
sought  to  defend  this  action,  because  the  restraint  was  only 
partial,  not  extending  to  the  whole  United  States ;  also,  that 
the  monopoly  secured  was  not  complete,  being  tempered  by 
fear  of  competition  from  others  not  in  the  arrangement,  and 
affecting  only  a  modicum  of  the  price ;  and  again,  that  the 
prices  fixed  were  reasonable,  and  within  those  which  were 
being  continually  and  unrestrainedly  made,  simply  doing 
away  with  ruinous  competition,  to  which  the  parties  had  a 
right.  But  these  and  other  arguments  were  put  aside,  and 
the  case  declared  to  be  one  prohibited  by  the  act.  '^  It  is  the 
effect  of  the  combination,"  says  the  court,  '^  in  limiting  and 
restricting  the  right  of  each  of  the  members  to  transact 
business  in  the  ordinary  way,  as  well  as  its  effect  upon  the 
volume  or  extent  of  the  dealings  in  the  commodity,  that  is  to 
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be  regarded."  So  in  Montague  v.  Lowry^  by  an  agreement 
between  eastern  manufactur[29]ers  of  tiles  and  certain 
dealers  in  San  Francisco  and  vicinity,  an  association  was 
fonned  whose  by-laws  provided  that  no  manufacturer  should 
sell  to  any  dealer  not  a  member,  nor  should  any  dealer  sell 
to  the  same  except  at  certain  list  prices,  which  were  50  per 
cent,  higher  than  those  at  which  sales  were  made  to  other 
members;  membership  also  being  confined  to  those  who 
carried  an  average  stock  of  not  less  than  $3,000  and  who  were 
acceptable.  The  plaintiffs  were  dealers  in  San  Francisco, 
where  they  had  built  up  a  business,  but  were  not  members 
of  the  association,  and  were  not  eligible ;  and  after  its  forma- 
tion they  found  themselves  unable  to  buy  to  advantage,  being 
restricted  to  dealing  with  San  Francisco  parties,  to  whom 
they  were  compelled  to  pay  the  extra  prices  listed.  On  a  suit 
against  the  association  for  damages  under  the  act,  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  was  sustained;  the  case  being  held  to  be 
clear.  It  is  useless,  in  the  face  of  these  authorities,  to  uige 
upon  us  the  decision  in  Park  v.  National  Druggists^  Assoda- 
turn,  176  N.  Y.  1,  67  N.  E.  136,  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  96  Am.  St. 
Rep.  578,  where  a  different  conclusion  has  apparently  been 
reached.  It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  with  regard  to  that  case, 
that  the  agreement  there,  as  viewed  by  the  majority  of  the 
court,  was  merely  to  sell  to  all  wholesale  distributing  agents 
at  uniform  rebate  prices,  so  that  the  small  dealer,  with  lim- 
ited capital,  was  put  on  a  par  with  the  large  ones,  whose 
capital  was  more  ample,  thus  tending  to  fairness  and 
equality,  on  which  stress  is  laid.  There  was,  however,  the 
further  provision  (to  say  nothing  of  other  restrictions)  that 
until  a  wholesaler  agreed  to  the  plan  he  could  not  buy  of 
any  member  of  the  association  whatever,  in  view  of  which 
three  of  the  judges  dissented;  the  case  being  still  further 
weakened  as  an  authority  by  the  failure  of  the  majority  to 
altogether  agree  in  their  reasoning.  At  the  best,  therefore, 
it  is  near  the  line,  and  in  no  event  can  it  be  taken,  contrary 
to  the  cases  cited,  as  giving  the  law  here. 

So  far,  then,  as  the  present  case  was  kept  within  the  limits 
indicated  by  these  observations,  it  was  correctly  disposed  of, 
and  is  to  be  sustained;  but  outside  of  them  not.    Unfortu- 
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nately  it  did  not  stop  with  the  tripartite  agreement  and  the 
action  taken  under  it,  but  went  on  to  Resolution  C,  with  its 
honor  roll  and  white  list.  It  is  urged  that  these  were  merely 
further  steps  in  the  general  combination  and  conspiracy,  to 
get  rid  of  the  aggressive  cutter,  on  which  all  were  deter- 
mined, and  for  which,  therefore,  by  whomsoever  taken  all 
were  boimd.  But  this  fails  to  note  several  things.  Speaking 
broadly,  no  doubt  there  was  a  general  purpose,  or  con- 
spiracy, if  you  will,  to  drive  the  plaintiff  and  others  like  him 
out  of  business,  to  which  in  entering  into  the  tripartite  agree- 
ment the  parties  committed  themselves.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  there  was  a  selection  of  methods.  Not  only  was  a 
general  policy  declared  for,  but  a  definite  line  of  action 
under  it,  adopted  after  extended  consideration  and  con- 
ference, which  could  not  be  varied  from  at  will.  In  accept- 
ing the  tripartite  plan,  they  did  not  necessarily  agree  to 
anything  and  everything  which  might  be  done  in  its  name, 
and  particularly  not  to  Resolution  C,  which  was  recognized 
as  a  new  and  decidedly  advanced  step,  expected  to  work  a 
radical  change.  As  already  stated,  this  project  emanated 
from  the  National  Retail  Druggists'  Association,  in  annual 
convention  assembled  at  Cleveland  in  1902.  But  even 
among  the  retailers  there  were  those  who  doubted  the  pro- 
priety, [80]  as  well  as  the  legality,  of  it;  as  witness  the 
remarks  of  the  president,  at  the  annual  meeting  just  before 
that,  at  which,  having  been  proposed,  it  was  promptly  voted 
down.  Nor  was  it  ever  adopted  by  the  proprietors  or  the 
wholesalers  as  a  body ;  the  only  assent  given  to  it  being  indi- 
vidual, and  by  no  means  by  all.  This  was  secured  by  direct 
appeal,  and  the  circulars  sent  out  were  addressed  to  '^  Manu- 
facturers and  Dealers  in  Non-tripartite  Goods "  ;  showing 
that  a  different  class  was  intended  to  be  reached. 

No  connection,  except  the  most  general  one,  is  thus  estab- 
lished between  the  tripartite  agreement  and  Resolution  C. 
and  they  are  not  to  be  taken  as  one  and  the  same  plan.  They 
may  not  differ  much  in  principle,  but  they  do  decidedly  in 
results;  pressure  being  put  lipon  the  aggressive  cutter  as  it 
had  not  been  by  any  means  before.    By  the  one,  he  was 
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merely  deprived  of  patent  medicines,  as  to  which,  right  or 
wrong,  the  proprietor  might  feel  that  he  had  a  certain  free- 
dom to  sell  or  withhold,  the  same  as  is  argued  here ;  but  by 
the  other,  he  was  cut  off  from  the  most  ordinary  druggists' 
supplies,  even  toothbrushes  and  sponges  being  denied.  A 
r^iiiler  can  not  do  much,  it  is  true,  without  proprietary  goods 
an  his  shelves;  but  without  drugs  and  pharmaceuticals  he 
can  not  put  up  a  sigle  prescription,  and  might  as  well  go 
out  of  business ;  and  that,  indeed,  was  what  Resolution  C  was 
designed  to  bring  about.  This  was  an  excursion  into  a  new 
field,  and  to  whatever  else  short  of  that  the  proprietor  or 
wholesaler  was  committed,  he  might  not  care  to  go  that  far. 
He  was  at  least  entitled  to  have  it  distinctly  presented  for 
his  acceptance  before  being  bound,  and  his  assent  is  not  to 
be  implied  simply  because  he  had  agreed  to  what  had  gone 
before.  He  did  not  put  himself  indiscriminately  and  to  all 
lengths  into  the  hands  of  his  associates.  The  trade  recog- 
nized that  this  was  the  case,  and  that  there  were  classes 
among  the  wholesalers,  as  shown  by  the  publication  called 
^  Notes,"  of  May  21,  1904,  where  those  operating  under  the 
tripartite  agreonent  are  set  apart  from  those  operating  under 
Resolution  C.  This  may  not  be  conclusive,  but  it  is  signifi- 
cant, and  confirms,  as  it  corresponds,  with  our  own  views. 

As  distinguished  by  parties,  also,  the  combination  was  new. 
No  doubt  there  were  many  who  had  agreed  to  the  tripartite 
plan,  who  also  agreed  to  Resolution  C.  But  there  were  some 
who  did  not,  who  are  defendants  here,  as  well  as  some  who 
agreed  to  the  resolution  alone.  They  divide  on  these  lines, 
and  can  not  be  brought  together  as  one,  so  far  as  anything 
has  been  shown;  and  neither,  as  the  result,  can  a  joint  action 
be  maintained.  As  the  case  stands,  however,  all  are  made 
liable  without  distinction,  for  all  that  has  been  done,  both 
under  the  tripartite  agreement,  as  well  as  Resolution  C ;  both 
being  put  in  evidence  against  them  all.  It  may  be  that  a 
person  who  joins  a  conspiracy  at  an  advanced  stage  of  it 
makes  himself  party  to  what  has  been  done  in  pursuance  of 
it  before.  3  Greenl.  Ev.  §  93,  Lewis  Ed.  8  Cyc.  658.  But 
this  must  be  with  knowledge,  and  in  promotion  of  the  com- 
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mon  cause.  And  even  though,  upon  this  basis,  those  whole- 
salers, who,  with  knowledge  of  the  existing  purpose  to  drive 
aggressive  cutters  out  of  business,  lent  themselves  to  this  de- 
sign, by  denying  him  their  goods  as  called  for  by  Resolution 
C,  could  be  held  for  the  damages  resulting  from  the  whole 
scheme,  still,  as  already  pointed  out,  there  is  too  wide  [81] 
a  divergence  between  the  original  tripartite  plan  and  this 
latter  extreme  development  of  it  to  make  those  who  merely 
agreed  to  the  one  committed  irretrievably  and  without  ques- 
tion to  both. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  therefore,  we  reach  the  conclusion 
that  Resolution  C  was  inadmissible  to  charge  those  who  had 
not  assented  to  it,  and  should  not  have  been  received  in 
evidence,  nor  anything  done  under  it.  The  wrong  which  was 
committed  by  its  adoption  and  enforcement  was  separate  and 
distinct  from  that  which  resulted  from  entering  into  and 
carrying  out  the  tripartite  plan,  as  were  also  the  damages 
experienced  therefrom.  The  plaintiff  in  this  respect  pressed 
his  case  too  far.  He  had  a  good  one  against  some  of  the 
defendants  under  the  tripartite  agreement,  and  another 
against  others  under  Resolution  C,  and  against  some,  no 
doubt,  upon  both,  but  not  against  all;  and  there  was  the 
mistake.  A  joint  tort  being  charged,  not  only  had  it  to  be 
proved  as  laid  {Howard  v.  Union  Traction  Co.^  195  Pa.  391, 
45  Atl.  1076;  Wiest  v.  Traction  Co.  200  Pa.  149,  49  Atl.  891, 
58  L.  R.  A.  666;  Rowland  v.  Philadelphia,  202  Pa.  50,  51 
Atl.  589) ,  but  the  defendants  had  all  to  be  liable  for  all  that 
was  resolved  upon  or  done.  This,  in  the  view  we  take  of  it, 
was  not  the  case,  and  the  judgment  must  therefore  also  be 
reversed  upon  this  ground. 

This  reversal  is  general,  and  applies  to  all  the  defendants, 
which  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  special  argument 
which  was  made  for  some.  It  will  be  for  the  trial  judge, 
when  the  case  comes  up  again,  to  determine,  in  the  light  of 
what  has  been  said,  how  far  they  and  others  can  be  held. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  awarded* 
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in  restraint  of  Interstate  commerce,  or  an  attempt  at  monopoly  of 
a  portion  thereof,  is  to  be  determined  by  its  effect  on  Interstate 
commerce,  which  need  not  be  a  total  suppression  of  trade  nor  a 
complete  monopoly,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  its  necessary  operation 
tends  to  restrain  Interstate  commerce,  and  to  deprive  the  public  of 
the  advantages  flowing  from  free  competition. 

[Bd.  Note. — For  cases  In  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies, 
SS  10-14.] 

Same. — A  secret  arrangement  between  two  corporations,  which  to- 
gether produced  about  85  per  cent  of  all  the  licorice  paste  consumed 
in  the  United  States  and  sold  to  consumers  throughout  the  country, 
by  which  they  ceased  competition,  fixed  from  time  to  time  the  prices 
at  which  each  should  sell,  and  apportioned  the  customers  between 
them,  and  also  by  concerted  action  secured  contracts  with  th^r 
chief,  if  not  only  competitors,  which  enabled  them  to  control  either 
the  output  of  such  competitors  or  the  prices  at  which  and  the  per- 
sons to  whom  they  should  sell,  and  in  pursuance  of  which  scheme 
they  were  enabled  to  and  did  advance  the  price  of  the  article  to  all 
purchases  nearly  50  per  cent  within  a  few  months,  was  one  di- 
rectly  aflfecting  interstate  commerce,  and  constitutes  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  such  commerce,  and  an  attempt  to 
monopolize  a  portion  of  the  same,  within  the  prohibition  of  the 
anti-trust  law  of  July  2,  1890  (chapter  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]). 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Gent.  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies. 
§13.] 

Same — Joinder  of  Defendants  in  Indictment. — In  an  indictment 
against  such  corporations  under  the  statute,  their  presidents,  who 
are  alleged  to  have  personally  made  the  arrangement  and  partici- 
pated in  carrying  it  out,  may  be  joined  as  defendants,  and  cannot 
claim  immunity  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  personally  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce. 

OoBPOBATioNS — CHIMIN AL  RESPONSIBILITY — CONSPIRACY. — ^A  Corpora- 
tion may  be  liable  criminally  for  the  crime  of  conspiracy.  * 

[825]  Monopolies — Indictment  under  Anti-Trust  Law — Joinder 
OF  Defendants. — ^A  number  of  defendants  may  be  charged  jointly, 
under  section  2  of  the  anti-trust  law  of  July  2,  1890  (chapter  647, 
26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  with  the  crime  of 
attempting  to  monopolize  a  part  of  interstate  commerce. 

On  demurrer  to  indictment 

Henry  L,  Stimsorij  U.  S.  Atty.,  and  Edwin  N.  Hilly  Spe- 
cial U.  S.  Atty.  {Henry  W.  Taft.Felix  H.  Levy,  Edwin  P. 
Grosvenor,  and  Oliver  E.  Pagan,  special  assistants  to  the 
Attorney  General,  of  counsel). 
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should  be  no  competition,  and  (h)  fixed  excessive  noncom- 
petitive prices  accordingly,  and  (c)  sold  for  such  prices 
only,  and  (d)  procured  others  to  do  the  like,  (a)  to  (d) 
are  "  means  by  which."  The  second  "  way  in  which  "  is 
that  all  customers  were  apportioned  among  the  corporate 
defendants  and  their  allies;  the  third  that  production  was 
limited,  and  the  fourth  that  uniform  contracts  were  required 
from  customers.  Ap-  [826]  propriate  "  means  "  are  alleged 
"  by  which "  the  second,  third  and  fourth  "  ways "  were 
rendered  effective. 

The  first  (or  combinaticm)  count  then  shows  at  great 
length  very  numerous  "overt  acts"  which  are  really  state- 
ments of  intended  evidence,  and  reveal  the  sequence  of  events 
and  the  resulting  conditions  as  follows :  Prior  to  and  on  De- 
cember 8, 1903,  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  (herein- 
after called  the  "  MacAndrews  Company")  was  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  licorice  paste,  having  factories 
in  Newark  and  Camden,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and 
offices  in  the  city  of  New  York;  the  J.  S.  Young  Company 
(hereinafter  called  the  "  Young  Company  ")  was  similarly 
engaged  at  Baltimore,  Md.  The  defendants  Jungbluth  and 
Young  were  (and  at  the  time  of  the  presentment  of  this  in- 
dictment still  were)  the  presidents  of  the  MacAndrews  Com- 
pany and  Young  Company,  respectively.  Licorice  paste  is 
a  substance  made  from  a  root  not  grown  in  the  United  States, 
and  is  (beside  certain  apparently  limited  uses  in  pharmacy) 
a  prime  necessity  for  the  manufacture  of  plug  and  smoking 
tobacco,  as  well  as  of  snuff  and  cigars.  At  the  time  first 
mentioned  the  MacAndrews  Company  seems  to  have  been 
by  much  the  largest  producer  of  paste  in  this  country,  and, 
taken  together,  the  two  corporate  defendants  are  said  to  have 
supplied  about  85  per  cent,  of  our  national  requirements  for 
this  45ubstance.  There  was  and  is  also  a  manufacturer  in 
Providence,  R.  I. — one  Lewis — and  also  one  in  New  York — 
Weaver  &  Sterry — neither  doing  a  large  business,  but  both 
seemingly  worthy  of  consideration.  Collectively  these  four 
producers  of  paste  appear  to  have  been  actually  supplying 
almost  the  entire  trade  demand.  On  December  8,  1903,  a 
written  agreement  was  executed  by  and  between  the  cor- 
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porate  defendants,  whereby,  through  the  device  of  owning 
control  of  the  common  stock  of  the  Young  Company,  and 
guarantying  ample  dividends  on  the  preferred  stock  thereof, 
the  MacAndrews  Company  became  for  all  practical  pur- 
poses the  owner  of  the  Baltimore  business,  and  after  that 
date  the  Young  Company,  although  maintaining  a  separate 
corporate  existence,  became  the  creature  of  the  MacAndrews 
Company,  whose  officers  even  issued  orders  directly  to  at 
least  one  person  known  to  the  public  only  as  an  agent  of  the 
Young  Company.  Shortly  afterward,  and  on  December  31, 
1903,  the  Young  Company  effected  a  written  contract  with 
Lewis,  of  Providence,  whereby  the  latter  agreed  for  the 
space  of  five  years  to  limit  his  production  to  a  fixed  amount 
per  annum,  on  which  the  iToung  Company  guaranteed  him  a 
certain  profit,  one-fourth  of  which,  however,  was  semian- 
nually to  flow  back  to  the  Young  Company,  while  the  profit 
on  any  excess  production  and  sale  by  Lewis  was  to  go  entirely 
to  the  latter  company,  which  was  also  given  power  to  regulate 
Lewis'  sale  price,  provided  that  his  minimum  profit  was  not 
thereby  destroyed.  For  reasons  not  shown,  Lewis'  price 
was  always  to  be  one-quarter  of  a  cent  per  pound  less  than 
that  of  the  Young  Company.  The  subsequently  alleged 
transactions  show  that  the  control  of  Lewis'  business  thus 
established  extended  to  limiting  his  customers,  and  declaring 
to  whom  he  could  and  could  not  sell  his  produce. 

Three  of  the  four  above-mentioned  producers  of  paste  ha  v. 
ing  thus  been  bound  together  by  careful  contracts,  the  Young 
Company,  on  [827]  January  2, 1904,  authorized  Lewis  to  sell 
at  7  cents  per  pound,  and  on  January  11  it  informed  the 
trade  generally  that  its  price  was  7}  cents.  So  far  as  alleged 
in  the  indictment  trade  conditions  remained  as  above  out- 
lined until  the  middle  of  March,  when  the  defendant  Young 
advised  Jungbluth  that  he  thought  Weaver  &  Sterry  of  New 
York  were  ready  "  to  come  to  some  agreement,"  and  quoted 
Sterry  as  thinking  the  time  ripe  for  a  "  sharp  advance." 
Apparently  some  of  the  consumers  were  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  by  May  9th  Young  wrote  that  some  manufacturers  had 
concluded  to  '^  stock  up  all  they  can,"  and  furnished  Jung- 
bluth with  a  list  of  certain  orders  received  by  his  company, 
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tending  to  prove  the  truth  of  his  suspicion.  Whereupon,  on 
May  14th  the  MacAndrews  Company,  having  received  an 
order  from  a  manufacturer  on  Young's  list,  replied  that  they 
had  raised  their  price  to  9  cents  per  pound,  and  by  circular 
letter  informed  the  trade  to  the  same  effect.  Two  days  later 
the  Young  Company  advised  the  trade  that  their  price  had 
risen  to  8^  cents,  and  thereafter  it  is  alleged  that  the  quoted 
rates  for  licorioe  paste  furnished  by  the  MacAndrews  Com- 
pany were  always  higher  by  ^  cent  per  pound  than  those  of 
the  Young  Company,  which  in  turn  gave  a  price  one-quarter 
of  a  cent  a  pound  greater  than  that  of  Lewis.  This  ^'  sharp  ad- 
vance "  evidently  did  not  quench  the  desire  of  some  manufac- 
turers to  lay  in  an  ample  supply  of  paste  against  the  possibil- 
ity of  a  further  rise,  which  desire  was  met  in  the  instances 
given  by  informing  one  applicant  that,  ^^  owing  to  political  and 
other  conditions  in  the  licorice  root  producing  countries,"  no 
continuing  contract  for  deliveries  could  or  would  be  made,  and 
telling  another  that  the  quantity  demanded  was  beyond  his 
"normal  requirements,"  therefore,  only  one-quarter  of  the 
amount  asked  for  would  be  sold  to  him.  This  last  applicant 
was  the  well  known  house  of  Bagley  A  Co.,  and  in  early  June 
the  Young  Company  warned  both  Lewis  and  the  MacAn- 
drews Company  against  this  concern's  tendency  to  "stock 
up,"  which  the  defendant  Young  had  so  paternally  checked. 
By  the  end  of  June,  1904,  the  negotiations  between  Young 
and  Weaver  &  Sterry  had  resulted  in  an  alleged  agreement, 
not  reduced  to  formal  contract,  so  far  as  shown,  that  the  uni- 
form  minimum  price  for  pastes  should  be  fixed  at  9^  cents  per 
pound  after  July  1st,  that  no  contracts  for  furnishing  an 
indefinite  quantity  even  at  that  price  should  be  made,  and 
that  such  price  agreement  should  endure,  as  between  the 
paste  producers,  until  the  close  of  1906.  Jungbluth  was  in 
Europe  at  this  time,  but  cabled  his  assent  to  the  scheme  on 
July  2, 1904. 

Subsequent  events  appear  to  show  that  for  the  limited 
trade  permitted  to  Lewis  the  minimum  price  was  still  to  be 
one-quarter  cent  per  pound  lower  than  that  charged  by 
the  Young  Company  and  Weaver  &  Sterry.  Immediately 
after  July  2d,  therefore,  it  is  alleged  that  the  Young  Com- 
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pany  advised  customers  of  the  9^  cent  price,  while  the 
MacAndrews  Company  quoted  10  cents  as  their  price. 
Weaver  A  Sterry  having  thus  been  placated,  and  ^^  maintain- 
ing their  own  prices  at  not  less  than  9%  cents,''  the  MacAn- 
drews Company,  on  July  28d,  advised  the  New  York  agent 
of  the  Young  Company  that  it  was  "  the  better  policy  "  for 
Lewis  to  enter  into  "  further  contracts,"  the  form  of 
[828]  which  was  then  ^^  under  discussion."  A  short  time 
afterwards  the  form  and  substance  of  the  proposed  contracts 
was  declared  to  the  trade  at  large,  and  the  perfected  trade 
arrangement  is  alleged  to  have  been  explained  in  a  letter 
from  the  Young  Company's  New  York  agent  to  Lewis,  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  As  far  as  pre-existing  contracts  would 
permit^  the  MacAndrews  Company  would  thereafter  sell  to 
no  one  but  the  factories  affiliated  with  the  American  and 
Continental  Tobacco  Companies;  and  in  case  any  other 
manufacturer  attempted  to  buy  from  the  MacAndrews 
Company,  the  action  to  be  taken  by  that  company  would 
*^  be  effective ;"  and,  so  far  as  is  shown  by  the  indictment,  it 
was  effective,  and  consisted  in  uniformly  demanding  a  higher 
price  for  the  product  than  any  one  else  suggested.  To  the 
^independent  tobacco  manufacturers"  (i.  e.,  othei's  than 
those  comprised  in  the  so-called  "  trust ")  Lewis  and  the 
Young  Company  offered  a  form  of  contract,  binding  for  two 
years,  whereby  the  supply  demandable  by  the  manufacturer 
was  fixed  at  a  minimum  which  he  had  to  take,  and  a  25  per 
cent,  greater  maximiun,  which  was  all  he  could  get,  at  9% 
cents  per  pound  from  the  Young  Company,  and  9^  cents 
a  pound  from  Lewis,  with  a  covenant  on  the  manufacturer's 
part  not  to  resell,  and  the  price  to  be  subject  to  increase  for 
the  second  year.  The  persons  with  whom  Lewis  could  make 
this  agreement  were  fixed  ultimately  by  the  MacAndrews 
Company,  which  instructed  both  Lewis  and  the  Young  Com- 
pany to  sell  to  no  one  whose  requirements  exceeded  20  cases 
per  annum  and  who  failed  to  sign  the  proffered  contract. 
Those  who  objected  to  the  contract  and  "  very  small  con- 
sumers "  (i.  e.,  those  using  less  than  20  cases  per  year)  might 
still  obtain  paste  at  10^  cents  per  pound  from  Lewis,  or 
10^  cents  per  pound  from  the  Young  Company;  but,  as 
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seems  to  have  been  authoritatively  suggested  by  the  Young 
Company's  agent,  the  "  small  people  "  would  "  not  be  able 
to  get  their  supplies  elsewhere,  as  the  MacAndrews  Company 
would  have  none  to  sell  them  anyhow." 

The  "  independent "  trade,  which  seems  to  mean  the  gen- 
eral public,  did  not  view  the  result  of  these  arrangements 
with  pleasure.  Instances  are  alleged  of  continued  endeavors 
to  get  paste,  first  from  one  and  then  from  another  producer. 
$uch  infractious  of  discipline  the  MacAndrews  Company 
met  with  a  form  of  letter  enjoined  upon  and  distributed  by 
the  Young  Company,  stating  that,  '^  in  view  of  present  and 
prospective  conditions  mainly  as  to  supplies  of  root,"  it  was 
thought  best  to  supply  only  those  manufacturers  who  were 
"  willing  to  join  us  in  contracts  as  presented  to  you,"  i.  e., 
the  two-year  obligation  heretofore  described.  These  meas- 
ures were  apparently  "  effective,"  and  by  September  2d  one 
firm  of  the  most  persistent  seekers  after  licorice  paste  not 
furnished  imder  long  contract  at  9%  cents  per  pound  had 
telegraphed  their  submission,  and  extended  with  some  humor 
their  ^^ hearty  congratulations"  to  the  defendant  Young, 
who  had  forced  the  contract  upon  themi;  while  before  the 
close  of  that  month  it  is  alleged  that  all  demands  for  paste 
from  persons  who  had  not  contracted  were  bluntly  declined 
for  that  reason,  unless  the  applicant  belonged  to  the  class  of 
*Wery  small  consumers,"  for  whom  the  Young  Company's 
open  price  was  10^  cents  per  pound. 

1 829]  If  therefore  it  shall  appear  that  the  allegations  of 
the  indictment  are  well  pleaded,  it  is  admitted,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  hearing,  that  within  the  space  of  eight  months 
the  corporate  defendants,  by  the  execution  of  corporate  agree- 
ments and  an  arrangement  of  their  corporate  activities,  in 
respect  of  which  the  individual  defendants  were  the  efficient 
devisers  and  performers,  had  obtained  substantial  control  of 
a  business  whose  produce  is  essential  to  one  of  the  largest 
activities  of  the  country,  and  had  parceled  out  between  them- 
selves and  their  allies  the  trade  of  the  Union,  so  that  any 
given  manufacturer's  business  freedom  was  reduced  to  a 
choice  between  signing  a  contract  to  take  what  he  required 
from  the  producer  selected  for  him  by  the  MacAndrews 
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Company,  or  paying  a  substantially  higher  price,  than  that 
named  in  the  o£Pered  contract,  provided  he  was  permitted 
to  buy  anything  after  refusing  such  contract.  During  the 
same  short  period,  and  as  a  part  of  this  successful  campaign, 
the  open  price  of  the  commodity  had  been  raised  nearly  60 
per  cent,  i.  e.,  from  7^  to  10^  cents  per  pound,  and  the  in- 
crease been  made  effective  for  two  years — a  term  not  expired 
at  the  date  of  finding  this  indictment,  viz.,  June  18, 1906. 

The  second  or  "  conspiracy  "  count  charges  that  the  defend- 
ants did  ^^  knowingly  conspire"  and '' engage  in  a  conspiracy" 
in  restraint  of  the  same  interstate  trade  within  the  same 
period,  and  did  the  same  things  in  the  same  way  set  forth 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  first  count;  while  the  third  or 
"monopoly  "  count  charges  that  "  in  and  by  engaging"  in. 
the  combination  first  charged  the  defendants  '^  knowingly 
attempted  to  monopolize"  the  interstate  trade  in  licorice 
paste. 

The  specifications  of  demurrer  may  be  divided  into  those 
directed  (1)  to  the  form  of  the  indictment,  and  (2)  to  the 
substance  thereof. 

In  point  of  form  it  is  urged :  (a)  That  the  first  and  third 
counts  do  not  sufficiently  allege  the  time  when  the  pretended 
combination  or  monopoly  took  place  or  was  committed,  {h) 
That  the  combination  count  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  de- 
scribe the  combination,  but  only  its  results  and  effects,  with- 
out any  averment  as  to  how  it  was  to  operate  in  restraint  of 
trade,  or  that  it  was  when  the  defendants  engaged  therein  a 
prohibited  combination,  {c)  That  the  conspiracy  count  is 
bad  because  it  does  not  sufficiently  describe  the  alleged  con- 
spiracy, {d)  That  all  the  counts  are  bad  for  duplicity,  and 
none  of  them  "  charge  "  the  crimes  alleged,  {e)  That  in  all 
Uie  counts  there  is  an  improper  joinder  of  the  corporate  and 
individual  defendants,  as  to  which  the  corporations  com- 
plain that  they  are  indicted  for  a  violation  of  law  by  their 
officers,  while  the  individuals  complain  that  they  are  indicted 
for  a  violaticm  of  law  by  their  corporations,  but  both  declare 
that  they  are  not  jointly  indictable  therefor. 

In  point  of  substance  it  is  urged:  (a)  That  none  of  the 
counts  describe  a  crime  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
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the  United  States,  inasmuch  as  the  facts  shown  can  produce 
at  most  but  an  indirect  and  incidental  effect  on  interstate 
trade  and  commerce,  {b)  That  the  individual  defendants 
are  not  alleged  to  have  been,  and  were  not,  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  (c)  That  the  individual  defendants  cannot 
be  guilty  under  the  circumstances  shown  of  any  crime  under 
[880]  either  section  1  or  section  2  of  the  anti-trust  law; 
every  act  alleged  being  a  corporate  act.  (d)  That  the  con- 
spiracy count  is  bad  because  a  corporation  cannot  be  guilty 
of  conspiracy.  And  (e)  The  monopoly  count  is  bad  because 
but  one  person,  acting  alone,  can  be  guilty  of  the  offense 
created  by  the  statute. 

(a)  Time  of  combination  and  monopoly.  It  is  true  that 
the  gist  of  the  alleged  offenses  is  the  combination  or  the 
attempt  at  monopoly,  but  it  is  not  true  that  the  offenses  are 
complete  when  the  combination  is  mentally  formed  or  the 
mental  intention  to  monopolize  arises.  The  statutory  offense, 
and  the  one  charged  herein,  does  not  depend  upon  ^'  a  single 
agreement,  but  [on]  a  course  of  conduct  intended  to  be 
continued  " ;  yet,  nevertheless,  "  the  thing  done  and  intended 
to  be  done  is  perfectly  definite."  Swift  v.  United  States^  196 
U.  S.  at  page  400,  25  Sup.  Ct.  281,  49  L.  Ed.  518.  That  case 
arose  on  the  civil  side  of  the  court,  but  it  is  to  be  remembered 
that  the  same  facts  and  acts  which  expose  violators  of  this 
statute  to  civil  suit  also  render  them  subject  to  indictment. 
In  this  case,  while  the  time  is  indefinite,  the  thing  done  is 
definite,  and  that  is  all  that  the  statute  requires. 

To  show  that  an  exact  time  may  be,  and  therefore  must  be, 
assigned  for  the  commission  of  the  offense  of  combination, 
the  defendants  argue  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^^  en- 
gage" as  used  in  the  statute,  and  strenuously  urge  that 
since  the  offense  prohibited  is  that  of  '^  engaging  in  "  a  com- 
bination, it  must  be  complete  as  soon  as  the  accused  employs 
his  attention  or  effort  in  or  about  the  same,  that  such  em- 
ployment of  attention  or  effort  is  capable  of  precise  assign- 
ment in  point  of  time,  and  they  challenge  the  prosecution 
to  name  the  day. 

The  statute  is  not  directed  against  such  an  abstraction  as 
this.     It  does  not  require  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutim 
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dairvoyanoe  to  discover  or  locate  the  offense.  Its  prohibi- 
tion is  not  directed  against  a  state  of  mind,  but  against  a 
state  of  facts.  The  facts  do  not  simultaneously  occur;  the 
events  are  not  contemporaneous.  It  may,  and  naturally 
would,  require  time  for  the  working  parts  of  the  combina- 
tion to  become  cooperative,  or  for  the  monopoly  to  become 
more  than  a  hope;  and  what  is  forbidden  and  renders  the 
actors  obnoxious  to  the  criminal  law  is  not  an  undiscoverable 
thought  or  hope,  but  a  perfectly  obvious  result  or  condition. 
The  condition  or  state  of  facts  against  which  the  statute  is 
directed  is  a  continuing  condition,  and  therefore  the  offense 
of  creating  and  maintaining  that  condition  is  necessarily  a 
continuing  offense,  and  does  not,  from  its  very  nature,  require 
greater  particularity  in  assignment  than  is  used  in  this 
indictment. 

{b)  Combination  not  described.  The  argument  that  the 
indictment  describes  only  the  results  and  effects  of  the  com- 
bination, but  not  the  combination  itself,  rests,  I  thinly,  on  a 
misreading  of  that  instrument.  Admitting  that  it  is  neces- 
sary to  charge,  not  only  the  commission  of  the  offense,  but 
"  all  the  circumstances  constituting  "  the  same  ( United  States 
V.  Greenhut  [D.  C]  51  Fed.  205;  Re  Greene  [C.  C]  52  Fed. 
104) ,  and  excluding  from  consideration  the  ^'  overt  acts,"  the 
combination  count  not  only  charges  the  offense  in  ampler 
words  than  those  of  the  statute,  but  shows  by  the  ^'  ways  in 
which  "  the  offense  was  committed  all  the  necessary  circum- 
stances; i.  e.,  that  the  defendant  de-  [S31]  stroyed  compe- 
tition, apportioned  customers,  limited  production,  and 
required  uniform  contracts.  The  ^^  means  by  which  "  of  the 
indictment  are  explanatory  of  the  above  clear  averments, 
which  show  both  the  nature  of  the  combination  and  the 
method  of  its  operation. 

The  special  argument  for  the  individual  defendants  on  this 
branch  of  the  demurrer  seems  to  me  to  rest  on  the  idea  that 
there  must  have  been  a  time  when  the  corporations  entered 
into  a  contract  or  contracts,  which  contractual  relation  was, 
in  and  of  itself,  the  prohibited  combination,  and  that  the 
statutes  should  not  be  construed  to  apply  to  those  who,  not 
being  parties  to  such  original  agreement,  merely  participated 

IOSTC*— S.  Doc.  Ul,  62-1,  vol  8 7 
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at  a  subsequent  time  in  furthering  the  objects  thereof. 
"Combination"  is  a  word  not  yet  possessed  of  an  accurate 
legal  meaning;  its  place  in  the  terminology  of  criminal  law 
is,  I  believe,  no  older  than  this  statute.  Of  itself  it  means  no 
more  than  "cooperation" — a  union  of  effort — and  if  I  am 
right  in  believing  the  act  to  be  aimed  at  the  result  of  such 
united  effort  or  cooperation,  it  can  make  no  difference 
whether  those  personally  assisting  in  or  contributing  to  such 
wrongful  result  were  original  laborers  in  the  vineyard  or 
came  at  the  eleventh  hour ;  their  statutory  recompense  is  the 
same. 

(c)  The  conspiracy  not  described.  Unlike  "  combination," 
"  conspiracy  '^  is  a  term  of  art.  In  the  anti-trust  law  it  is  to 
be  interpreted  independently  of  the  preceding  words  {United 
States  V.  Debs  [C.  C]  64  Fed.  at  page  747) ,  and  an  indict- 
ment thereunder  should  therefore  describe  something  that 
amounts  to  a  conspiracy  under  the  act  conformably  to  the 
rules  of  pleading  at  common  law,  as  perhaps  modified  by  gen- 
eral federal  statutes.  The  elements  of  conspiracy  to  be  here 
considered  are  that  it  must  depend  upon  the  concerted  action 
of  two  or  more  persons  to  accomplish  an  unlawful  result  by 
any  means,  or  a  lawful  result  by  unlawful  means.  Pettihone 
V.  United  States,  148  U.  S.  197, 13  Sup.  Ct.  542,  37  L.  Ed.  419. 
The  statute  declares,  in  effect,  that  if  the  purpose  of  the  con- 
certed action  is  to  restrain  trade  between  the  states,  such  pur- 
pose is  unlawful,  and  the  concert  of  action  is  a  conspiracy. 
It  is  wide  enough  to  cover,  not  only  a  destruction  of  the  trade 
of  competitors  by  wrongful  means,  as  in  United  States  v. 
Patterson  (C.  C.)  55  Fed.  605,  but  any  restraint  of  interstate 
trade  if  the  same  be  accomplished  by  a  predetermined  and 
concerted  action  of  two  or  more  individuals.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary on  demurrer  to  draw  a  distinction  between  the  crimes  of 
combination  and  conspiracy ;  the  sole  question  is  whether  the 
second  count  states  a  conspiracy  within  the  act.  It  is  admit- 
ted that  "what  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  alleged  con- 
spiracy is  irrelevant,  and  cannot  be  laid  hold  of  to  enlarge  the 
necessary  allegations  of  the  indictments  "  ( United  States  v. 
Patterson,  supra,  at  page  639  of  55  Fed. ;  United  States  v. 
Britton,  108  U.  S.  204,  2  Sup.  Ct.  531,  27  L.  Ed.  698.)    Lay- 
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ing  aside,  therefore,  the  details  of  the  ^^  over  acts,'*  I  believe, 
by  the  same  reasoning  hereinbefore  applied  to  the  combina- 
tioQ  count,  that  the  conspiracy  count  does  describe  both  the 
nature  of  the  combined  action  and  the  illegality  of  the  object 
sought  to  be  accomplished. 

(d)  Duplicity,  etc  The  analysis  of  the  indictment  first 
above  made  convinces  me  that  each  alleged  offense  is  suffi- 
ciently charged.  The  [882]  suggestion  of  duplicity  rests 
np<Hi  the  assumption  that  each  one  of  the  alleged  ^^  overt 
acts'^  is  charged  as  a  separate  indictable  offense.  The  same 
analysis  shows  the  error  in  this  argument.  The  true  reason 
for  the  rule  against  duplicity  is  that  the  "  jury  can  not  split 
up  a  count  in  an  indictment,  and  find  the  accused  guilty  of  a 
part  and  not  guilty  of  the  balance ;  their  verdict  must  be  an 
entirety.''  State  v.  Smithj  61  Me.  386.  I  can  see  no  possi- 
bility of  the  jury  being  thus  misled  in  this  case. 

(e)  Improper  joinder.  By  this  branch  of  the  demurrer 
all  the  defendants  admit  that  the  acts  alleged  were  done. 
The  individuals  aver  that,  ex  necessitate  rei,  the  acts  were  of 
the  corporation.  The  corporations  declare  that,  inasmuch  as 
DO  corporation  can  commit  a  crime  except  through  human 
instrumentality,  the  acts  were  human;  but,  as  there  was  but 
one  crime,  it  must  be  fundamentally  wrong  to  charge  both  the 
corporation  and  its  instrument  therewith.  This  argument 
seems  to  depend  upon  the  assumption  that  every  factum  set 
forth  in  the  indictment  is  a  piece  of  joint  activity  by  all  the 
defendants.  This  is  not  true.  It  is  charged  that  the  unlaw- 
ful combination,  conspiracy,  or  monopoly  was  the  result  of 
joint  action,  but  all  of  the  persons  alleged  to  be  jointly  re- 
sponsible were  not  necessarily  all  doing  the  same  things  at 
the  same  time.  There  is  nothing  inherently  impossible  in 
the  corporations  doing  one  thing  and  the  individuals  another 
at  or  about  the  same  time,  which  things  were  utterly  differ- 
ent; yet  all,  when  dovetailed  together,  go  to  make  up  the  joint 
product  labeled  by  the  act — combination,  conspiracy,  or  mo- 
nopoly. It  is  conceivable  that  the  evidence  may  show  that 
the  individual  defendants  were  not  free  agents,  but  acted 
under  a  species  of  corporate  coercion,  for  which  they  should 
not  be  held  personally  responsible;  but  it  is  impossible  to 
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arrive  at  this  conclusion  on  demurrer.  The  series  of  cases 
arising  under  the  indictment  regarding  the  Distilling  d: 
Cattle  Feeding  Company  {In  re  Greene  [C.  C]  52  Fed.  104, 
U.  S.  V.  Greenhut,  61  Fed.  206,  and  In  re  Terrell  [C.  C]  61 
Fed.  218),  show  no  more  than  that  the  courts  have  conclu- 
sively presumed  that  the  relation  between  a  corporation  and 
its  stockholder  is  not  such  that  the  latter  can  be  held  to 
criminal  responsibility  for  a  violation  of  the  law  in  which  he 
is  not  alleged  to  have  personally  participated. 

It  is  not  without  significance  that  offenses  as  serious,  in 
congressional  opinion,  as  those  created  by  this  statute  are 
made  misdemeanors.  When  the  statute  declares  that  certain 
acts  notoriously  to  be  accomplished  under  modem  business 
conditions  only  through  corporate  instrumentality  shall  be 
misdemeanors,  and  further  declares  that  the  word  ^^  person  '^ 
as  used  therein  shall  be  deemed  to  include  corporations,  such 
statute  seems  to  me  clearly  passed  in  contemplation  of  the  ele- 
mentary principle  that  in  respect  of  a  misdemeanor  all  those 
who  personally  aid  or  abet  in  its  commission  are  indictable 
as  principals.  This  is  learnedly  and  fully  treated  by  Van 
Brunt,  J.,  in  People  v.  Clark  (O.  &  T.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  642, 
and  I  am  compelled  to  the  conclusion  that,  under  this  statute, 
if  the  officer  or  agent  of  a  corporation  charged  with  fault  be 
also  charged  with  personal  participation,  direction,  or  ac- 
tivity therein,  both  may  be  so  charged  in  the  same  indict- 
ment. This  procedure  has  been  followed  in  People,  etc,,  v. 
Detroit  White  Lead  Works,  82  Mich.  [888]  471,  46  N.  W. 
735,  9  L.  R.  A.  722,  and  Overland  Cotton  Mill  v.  People, 
etc.,  32  Colo.  263,  75  Pac.  924, 105  Am.  St.  Rep.  74 ;  nor  do  I 
think  the  holding  in  the  rebates  cases  ( United  States  v.  N.  Y, 
C.  <&  H,  B.  R,  et  al.,  lately  decided  in  this  court,  146  Fed. 
298)  irrelevant  to  the  present  issue.  The  indictments  in 
those  cases  were  based  upon  those  clauses  of  section  1  of  the 
act  of  February  19,  1903  ("  Elkins  Act ")  chapter  708,  32 
Stat.  847  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  Supp.  1905,  p.  599],  which  declares 
that  "  anything  done  *  *  *  by  a  corporation  *  ♦  ♦ 
which  if  done  *  *  *  by  any  ♦  ♦  ♦  officer  thereof 
♦  *  *  would  constitute  a  misdemeanor  ♦  ♦  *  shall 
also  be  held  to  be  a  misdemeanor  conunitted  by  such  corpora- 
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ticMn,"  and  "  every  person  or  corporation  who  shall  ♦  *  ♦ 
grant  or  give  ♦  ♦  *  any  ♦  *  *  rebate  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
sbaU  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.^'  This  is  not  a 
specific  authorization  for  a  joint  indictment;  it  is  a  declara- 
tion that  the  same  act  shall  at  one  and  the  same  time  be  a 
misdemeanor  on  the  part  both  of  the  officer,  who  is  the  actor, 
and  the  corporation,  who  suffers  him  to  act.  The  language 
of  that  statute  seems  to  me  to  render  a  joint  indictment  per- 
missible, but  if,  as  in  this  case  and  under  this  statute,  that 
which  is  complained  of  is  not  one  single  act,  which  is  at  the 
same  time  individual  by  nature  and  corporate  by  act  of  Con- 
gress,  but  a  condition  of  facts  to  which  both  corporate  and 
individual  action  may  be  contributed,  a  joint  indictment  is 
not  only  permissible,  but,  if  it  be  desired  to  bring  in  all  the 
actors  and  produce  all  the  evidence,  it  may  even  be  necessary. 

Having  concluded  that  the  material  allegations  of  the  in- 
dictment are  well  pleaded,  there  remain  for  consideration 
the  objections  going  to  the  merits  of  the  charges. 

(a)  No  direct  effect  on  interstate  commerce  shown.  Com- 
merce among  the  states  is  not  a  technical  legal  conception, 
but  a  practical  one,  drawn  from  the  course  of  business.  The 
criterion  as  to  whether  any  given  business  scheme  falls 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute  is  its  effect  upon  inter- 
state commerce,  which  need  not  be  a  total  suppression  of 
trade  nor  a  complete  monopoly;  it  is  enough  if  its  necessary 
operation  tends  to  restrain  interstate  commerce,  and  to  de- 
prive the  public  of  the  advantages  flowing  from  free  com- 
petition. Cf.  U.  S.  V.  Chesapeake  <&  Ohio  Fuel  Co.  (C.  C.) 
105  Fed.  at  page  93 ;  Swift  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S.,  at 
'page  875,  25  Sup.  Ct.  281,  49  L.  Ed.  518;  Northern  Securi- 
ties Co.  V.  United  States,  193  U.  S.,  at  page  382,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
436,  48  L.  Ed.  679.  Applying  these  general  considerations 
and  the  case  of  Addyston  Pipe  <6  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States, 
175  tJ.  S.  211,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  to  the  case  in 
hand,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  arrangement  alleged  in  the 
indictment  immediately,  directly,  and  of  intention  restrained 
interstate  trade.  It  is  enough  to  instance  the  allotment  of 
certain  tobacco  manufacturers  to  certain  paste  producers  by 
a  secret  agreement  that  only  the  assigned  producer  would  or 
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could  supply  the  needs  of  the  manufacturer.  This  is  a  re- 
straint of  trade  surpassing  anything  shown  in  the  Addyston 
Case,  Defendants  seem  to  regard  the  original  agreement 
between  the  MacAndrews  Company  and  the  Young  Com- 
pany as  the  gist  of  this  proceeding.  That  was  but  the  first 
step,  and  the  law  looks  not  at  any  particular  act,  but  at  the 
[834]  aggregate  effect  of  all  the  acts.  The  whole  series  of 
transactions  is  to  be  judged  by  its  fruit,  and  not  by  the  legal 
significance  of  any  one  occurrence. 

.  It  may  be  admitted  (to  paraphrase  the  language  of  Jack- 
son, J.,  in  Re  Greene  [C.  C.]  52  Fed.,  at  page  116)  that  the 
ownership  by  the  defendant  corporations  of  all  the  licorice 
paste  in  this  country  is  not  what  the  statute  condemns,  but 
it  does  condemn  the  monopoly  of,  or  attempt  to  monopolize, 
the  interstate  trade  or  commerce  therein.  These  corporate 
defendants  are  said  not  only  to  have  obtained  control  of  their 
principal,  if  not  their  only,  competitors,  but,  having  done 
this  (which  may  be  within  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Sugar 
Refining  Co.,  166  U.  S.  1,  16  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  326), 
they  have  seen  to  it  that  their  product  was  followed  from 
factory  to  consumer,  until  with  their  system  working  per- 
fectly they  not  only  controlled  the  source  of  supply  and  regu- 
lated production,  but  regulated  the  consumption  of  every 
person  in  the  land  who  required  what  they  made.  This  con- 
duct ^'  directly  concerned  the  shipment  of  goods  from  one 
state  to  another,"  and  operated,  ^^  not  alone  upon  the  manu- 
facturer, but  upon  the  sale,  transportation,  and  delivery  of 
an  article  of  interstate  commerce  by  preventing  or  restrict- 
ing its  sale."  Montague  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
307,  48  L.  Ed.  608,  as  cited  in  193  U.  S.  390,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,* 
48  L.  Ed.  679.  Not  only  do  the  facts  alleged  show  a  combina- 
tion producing  a  result  detrimental  to  interstate  commerce, 
but  they  also  show  concerted  action  to  bring  about  that  re- 
sult, and  the  result  as  shown  constitutes  that  "  virtual " 
monopoly  in  the  interstate  distribution  of  the  substance  manu- 
factured by  the  corporate  defendants  which  brings  the  mat- 
ter within  the  decisions  differentiating  the  modern  use  of  the 
word  "  monopoly  "  from  that  grant  by  royal  patent  which 
was  the  origin  of  the  phrase.  People,  etc.,  v.  North  River 
Sugar  Ref.  Co.,  121  N.  Y.  582,  24  N.  E.  834,  9  L.  R.  A.  33, 
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18  Am.  St.  Rep.  843;  Id.,  64  Hun,  354,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  401, 
2  L.  K.  A.  33,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  5  L.  R.  A.  386 ;  State  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.,  49  Ohio  St  137,  30  N.  E.  279,  16  L.  R.  A. 
146,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  641 ;  De  Witt  Wire  Cloth  Co.  v.  N.  J. 
Wire  Cloth  Co.  (Com.  PL)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  277;  Nat.  Cotton 
OU  Co.  V.  Texa8,  197  U.  S.  116,  26  Sup.  Ct.  379,  49  K  Ed. 
689 ;  United  States  v.  Knight,  166  U.  S.,  at  page  17, 16  Sup. 
Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  326. 

{h  and  c)  :  Individual  defendants  not  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce,  and  every  act  alleged  a  corporate  act  It  is  seri- 
ously urged  that  every  act  alleged  in  the  indictment  is  a  cor- 
porate act,  and  that,  as  the  individual  defendants  are  presi- 
dents of  the  corporations,  therefore  the  acts  are  not  their 
acts,  even  though  they  actively  performed  them ;  and  further, 
even  if  such  corporate  acts  operated  on  and  related  to  inter- 
state commerce,  that  the  men  who  gave  the  orders,  wrote  the 
letters,  and  signed  the  contracts  were  not  in  so  doing  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce. 

As  to  the  first  branch  of  this  argument  I  refer  to  my 
already  stated  opinion,  that  it  cannot  be  ascertained  upon  de- 
murrer whether  the  acts  were  all  corporate  acts  or  not,  or 
whether  or  to  what  extent  the  in-  [835]  dividual  defendants 
in  doing  what  they  did  were  acting  as  mere  clerks,  or  as  ad- 
visers, devisors,  or  abettors. 

If  the  second  branch  of  the  argument  is  sound,  it  must  re- 
sult that  the  president  of  a  railroad  and  the  president  of  a 
college  are  engaged  in  the  same  business,  i.  e.,  that  of  being 
president  It  might  as  well  be  said  that  the  governor  of  a 
state  and  the  governor  On  a  steam  engine  are  both  engaged  in 
the  business  of  being  governor. 

(d)  Corporations  cannot  conspire.  The  doctrine,  much 
older  than  the  Dartmouth  College  Case,  4  Wheat,  'at  page 
636,  4  Lf.  Ed.  629,  but  there  fixed  in  federal  jurisprudence, 
that  a  ^  corporation  is  an  artificial  being,  invisible,  intangible, 
existing  only  in  contemplation  of  law,  and,  being  the  mere 
creation  of  law,  it  possesses  only  those  properties  which  the 
charter  of  its  creation  confers,"  has  been  the  excuse  for  much 
idle  and  artificial  reasoning.  It  was  long  contended  that  even 
a  dvil  liability  arising  from  evil  intent  could  not  be  visited 
upon  an  artificial  being.    This  fiction  has  vanished,  and  cor- 
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porate  liability  on  the  civil  side  firmly  established,  even  for 
assault  (Lake  Shore^  etc.^  By.  v.  Prentice,  147  U.  S.  101,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  261,  37  L.  Ed.  97),  or  conspiracy  (Buffalo  Oil  Go.  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.,  42  Hun,  153 ;  Id.,  106  N.  Y.  669, 12  N.  E. 
826 ;  West  Va.  Trans.  Go.  v.  Standard  Oil  Go.,  50  W  Va.  611, 
40  S.  E.  591,  56  L.  R.  A.  804,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  895).  It  was 
even  longer  denied  that  a  corporation  could  be  indicted  at  all. 
Begina  v.  Chreat,  etc.,  By.,  9  Q.  B.,  314.  In  People,  etc.,  v. 
Clark,  supra,  the  court  declares  that  the  legal  reasoning  up- 
holding this  contention  was  the  strange  argument  that  a  cor- 
poration could  not  plead  in  person,  and  therefore  could  not  be 
called  on  to  answer  criminally.  It  certainly  is  now  admitted 
law  that  not  only  may  corporations  (the  art  of  pleading  by 
attorney  having  been  discovered)  be  indicted  for  nonfeasance, 
but  for  such  deeds  of  misfeasance  as  are  complete  by  the  mere 
doing  of  the  thing  prohibited,  e.  g.,  violation  of  the  eight 
hour  law  (United  States  v.  John  Kelso  Co.  [D.  C]  86  Fed. 
304) ;  receiving  usurious  interest  (State  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
2  S.  D.  568,  51  N.  W.  687) ;  not  stopping  gaming  at  a  fair 
(Commonwealth  v.  Agricultural  Soc,  92  Ky.  197,  17  S.  W. 
442). 

Authority  is  still  producible,  however,  for  the  dogma  Hiat 
corporations  **  cannot  be  indicted  for  offenses  which  dwive 
their  criminality  from  evil  intention"  (Commonwealth  v. 
Proprietors  of  New  Bedford  Bridge,  2  Gray  [Mass.]  839), 
nor  "  for  any  crime  of  which  a  corrupt  intent  or  malus  ani- 
mus  in  an  essential  ingredient "  (State  v.  Morris  <&  Essex  By.^ 
23  N.  J.  Law,  260).  Therefore,  these  defendant  corporations 
claim  that  since  in  conspiracy  evil  intent  is  of  the  essence  of 
the  crime,  inherent  impossibility  renders  the  accusation  futile. 
I  think  this  is  but  the  remnant  of  a  theory  always  fanciful 
and  in  process  of  abandonment  The  process  is  slow,  but  in 
Telegram  Newspaper  Co.  v.  Commtonwedlth,  172  Mass.  294, 
62  N.  E.  446,  44  L.  R.  A.  169,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  280,  a  court  of 
great  authority  recently  held  in  a  proceeding  for  criminal 
contempt : 


(« 


We  think  that  a  corporation  may  be  liable  criminally  for  certain 
offenses  of  which  a  specific  Intent  may  be  a  necessary  element  There 
Is  no  more  dlfBcnlty  In  Imputing  to  a  corporation  a  Bpecific  intent  in 
criminal  proceedings  tluin  in  clvU." 
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[886]  And  to  the  same  effect  State  v.  B.  <&  O.  R.  R.,  15 
W.  Va.  362,  36  Am.  Bep.  803.  It  is  notable  that  the  older 
cases  asserting  the  immunity  here  contended  for  are  rarely 
decisions  granting  such  immunity,  but  speak  of  it  as  some- 
thing theoretically  true,  yet  not  applicable  to  the  matter  in 
hand.  It  seems  to  me  as  easy  and  logical  to  ascribe  to  a  cor- 
poration an  evil  mind  as  it  is  to  impute  to  it  a  sense  of  con- 
tractual obligation.  There  is  an  obvious  physical  difficulty 
in  rendering  a  corporation  amenable  to  corporal  punish- 
ment, but  there  is  no  more  intellectual  difficulty  in  consid- 
ering it  capable  of  homicide  or  larceny  than  in  thinking  of  it 
as  devising  a  plan  to  obtain  usurious  interest.  The  limita- 
tion of  power  does  not  depend  upon  the  difficulty  of  im- 
puting evil  intent,  but  upon  the  impossibility  of  visiting  upon 
corporations  the  punishments  usually  prescribed  for  greater 
crimeSb  The  same  law  that  creates  the  corporation  may  cre- 
ate the  crime,  and  to  assert  that  the  Legislature  cannot 
punish  its  own  creature  because  it  cannot  make  a  creature 
capable  of  violating  the  law  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  bear 
discussion. 

(e)  Monopoly  by  one  only.  Section  2  of  the  act  (act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p. 
3200 J)  undoubtedly  renders  it  possible  for  one  single  per- 
son to  be  punished  under  this  statute  for  either  a  monopoly 
or  an  attempt  to  monopolize,  whereas  it  is  difficult  to  imag- 
ine one  person  combining,  and,  obviously,  one  person  can- 
not conspire.  But  having  regard  to  the  modem  use  of  the 
word  ** monopoly"  as  meaning  something  quite  different 
from  the  royal  grant  of  earlier  law,  I  see  no  reason  why 
any  number  of  persons  may  not  enjoy  a  monopoly,  or  may 
not  attempt  to  monopolize.  Furthermore,  it  is  to  be  re- 
membered that  even  when  monopoly  had  its  ancient  meaning, 
the  grant  of  the  right  was  not  limited  to  one  person;  the 
granteed  were  frequently  in  the  pluraL 

Let  the  demurrers  be  overruled. 
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1886.]  UNITED  STATES  v.  MacANDREWS  &  FORBES 

CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    January  17,  1907.) 

[149  Fed.  836.] 

Crimiital  Law — Identical  Offenses. — Where  defendants  were  In- 
dicted in  separate  counts,  one  for  combination  and  the  othor  for 
monopoly,  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  anti-trust  law  (Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp,  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  such 
offenses  were  not  identical,  but  were  legally  distinct  and  Justified 
separate  punishment  on  conviction.^ 

[Ed.  Note.— For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  14,  Criminal 
Law,  §i  32,  33.] 

Monopolies — Combination  in  sestbaint  of  Interstate  Commerce — 
E2viO£NCE — Ovebt  Acts. — ^A  combination  In  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  anti-trust  law  was  proven 
when  the  combination  was  shown  to  exist  with  Intent  to  bring  abont 
restraint  on  interstate  commerce;  the  overt  acts  being  merely 
cumulative  evidence  from  which  the  intent,  purpose  and  continu- 
ance of  the  combination  might  be  Inferred. 

On  defendants'  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  and  to  set 
aside  the  verdict. 

[837]  Henry  W.  Taft,  Sp.  Asst.  Atty.  Gen. 
Delancey  NicoU  and  John  D»  Lindsay^  for  defendants. 

Hough,  District  Judge. 

The  indictment  which  was  considered  on  demurrer  in 
opinion  filed  herein  December  3,  1906  (149  Fed.  823),  hav- 
ing come  on  for  trial,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  guilty 
against  the  corporate  defendants  upon  the  first  and  third 
counts  only — i.  e.,  those  for  combination  and  monopoly  under 
the  Sherman  anti-trust  law  (Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat. 
209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200])— motion  is  now  made 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  upon  numerous  grounds,  as  to  all 
which  except  one  I  have  in  the  opinion  referred  to  expressed 
my  views,  and  to  those  views  I  adhere. 

It  is  now  urged  that  the  charges  of  combination  and 
monopoly  as  stated  in  the  indictment  and  explained  by  the 

*  Dismissed  in  Supreme  Court  by  counsel  for  MacAndrews  &  Forbes 
Co.,  on  October  18,  1908  (212  U.  S.,  685). 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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eridenoe  constitute  but  one  offense,  and  that,  therefore,  either 

(1)  the  verdict  is  void  and  judgment  thereon  unlawful,  or 

(2)  that  no  punishment  can  be  awarded  upon  more  than  one 
count,  as  to  impose  a  fine  under  both  counts  would  amount 
to  a  double  punishment  for  the  same  offense.  This  problem 
differs  from  that  presented  on  demurrer.  The  indictment 
in  form  correctly  charges  both  a  combination  and  a  mo- 
nopoly; and  circumstances  certainly  exist  under  which  the 
evidence  to  support  the  charge  of  combination  would  be 
quite  different  from  that  proving  monopoly.  It  is  clear,  also, 
that  the  two  charges  might  not  be  provable  against  the  same 
individuals;  but  with  the  testimony  before  the  court  it  is 
apparent  that  the  evidence  here  was  in  some  sense  applicable 
to  both  charges,  and,  as  the  verdict  shows,  affected  both  de- 
fendants. If  all  the  crimes  charged  against  a  given  person 
are  oonunitted  in  accomplishing  one  unlawful  action  or  in 
bringing  about  one  unlawfully  desired  result,  it  is  clearly 
improper  to  split  up  the  transaction  into  as  many  parts  as 
there  are  crimes  incident  to  the  fulfillment  of  unlawful  de- 
sire, and  thus  multiply  punishment  by  multiplying  indict- 
moits  or  counts. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  decisions  relied  on  by  the  de- 
fendants depends  solely  on  this  admitted  principle.  Thus 
the  forgery  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  is  but  one  unlawful 
transaction,  and  separate  indictments  will  not  lie  for  forging 
the  two  instruments.  People  v.  Peckj  4  N.  Y.  Cr.  R.  148. 
And  the  obligation  of  street  commissioners  to  keep  the  high- 
ways in  repair  is  a  single  duty,  and  there  cannot  be  separate 
indictments  or  counts  each  alleging  a  failure  to  keep  a  par- 
ticular street  in  repair  and  all  speaking  as  of  the  same  date. 
Stale  V.  Commissioners^  6  N.  C.  371.  So,  also,  a  conviction 
for  arson  is  a  bar  to  an  indictment  for  murder  in  compassing 
the  death  of  one  burned  in  the  building.  State  v.  Cooper, 
13  N.  J.  Law,  361,  25  Am.  Dec.  490,  because  the  arson  and 
the  murder  were  simply  successive  stages  of  one  offense.  The 
true  test  of  the  correctness  of  the  defendants'  position  is 
whether  upon  a  review  of  both  the  facts  and  the  law  identity 
exists  between  the  offenses  proved  in  this  case  and  called  in 
the  first  combination  and  in  the  third  monopoly.    If  identity 
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does  exist,  a  conviction  under  either  count  would  be  a  bar 
to  a  prosecution  on  the  other,  and  therefore  a  bar  to  punish- 
ment on  both.  The  rule  regarding  identity  of  offenses  is  to 
discover  whether  the  crimes  under  considera-  [838]  tion  are 
in  substance  precisely  the  same,  or  of  the  same  nature  or  spe- 
cies, or  that  one  crime  is  an  ingredient  of  the  other.  In  this 
case  the  crimes  of  monopoly  and  combination  are  legally 
distinct.  The  offense  under  the  first  count  was  complete 
when  the  combination  was  actually  formed  with  intent  to 
bring  about  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  The  addi- 
tional overt  acts  were  but  cumulative  evidence  from  which 
the  true  intent,  purpose,  and  continuance  of  the  combination 
might  be  inferred.  But  they  were  themselves  the  proof  of 
the  monopoly,  and  the  monopoly  consisted  in  their  aggregate 
effect.  That  the  prosecution  in  overwhelmingly  proving  the 
existence,  and  intent,  and  continuance  of  the  combination 
proved  the  monopoly  does  not  in  my  opinion  render  the 
offenses  identical,  merely  because  all  the  evidence  offered  was 
in  a  sense  applicable  to  both  counts.  How  slight  the  differ- 
ence may  be  to  deprive  the  plea  of  former  jeopardy  or  autre- 
fois convict  of  validity  the  cases  clearly  show.  Identity  of 
time  so  that  it  was  impossible  to  separate  the  evidence  regard- 
ing them,  is  not  sufficent.  People  v.  Bentley^  77  Cal.  7,  18 
Pac.  799,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  225.  Identity  of  name,  though 
difference  in  substance,  is  no  bar.  Chdly  v.  State^  116  Ua. 
529,  42  S.  E.  790.  An  acquittal  for  larceny  of  bonds  is  no 
bar  to  a  conviction  for  fraudulent  conversion  thereof.  Com" 
monwealth  v.  Tenney,  97  Mass  50.  A  burglary  on  the  second 
floor  of  a  house  is  a  different  crime  from  robbery  on  the  first 
floor,  though  the  interval  between  the  events  is  no  longer 
than  is  required  for  the  criminal  to  go  downstairs  (People  v. 
Kerm^  8  Utah,  268,  30  Pac  988),  and  an  acquittal  of  murder 
by  a  shot  from  a  gun  is  not  a  bar  to  accusation  for  the  same 
murder  by  using  the  gun  as  a  club  (Guedel  v.  People j  43 
111.  226).  See,  also,  Polinaky  v.  People^  73  N.  Y.  66,  where 
the  offense  of  selling  adulterated  milk  under  one  statute  is 
regarded  as  a  different  crime  from  bringing  adulterated  milk 
into  the  city  for  sale  under  another  statute. 

Believing  that  the  offenses  of  combination  and  monopoly 
are  different  in  law,  and  different  in  substance  and  effect,  it 
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is  necessary  to  deny  all  the  motions  now  pending  and  made 
by  the  defendants  either  jointly  or  severally.  It  is  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  that  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company 
be  upon  its  conviction  under  the  first  count  of  this  indict- 
ment fined  the  sum  of  $5,000,  and  that  the  same  company  be 
upon  its  conviction  under  the  third  count  of  the  indictment 
fined  the  sum  of  $5,000  and  that  the  J.  S.  Young  Company 
be  upon  its  conviction  under  the  first  count  of  the  indictment 
fined  the  sum  of  $4,000,  and  that  the  same  company  be  upon 
its  conviction  under  the  third  count  of  the  indictment  fined 
the  sum  of  $4,000. 


[8J8]     DR.  MHiES  MEDICAL  CO.  v.  JAYNES  DRUG 

CO.  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  D.  MaBsachnsetts.    December  12, 1906.) 

[149  Fed.  838.] 

iMJUlfCTION — iNDUCINe     VIOLATION     OF     CONTBACTS — SUFFIOIENOT     OF 

Bill. — A  bill  by  a  manufacturer  of  proprietary  medicines,  sold  only 
to  wholesale  and  retail  druggists  having  direct  contracts  with  com* 
platnant,  to  enjoin  defendant  from  Inducing  such  customers  to  break 
such  contracts  by  [889]  selling  to  defendant  in  violation  of  their 
terma,  is  safflciently  certain,  although  it  does  not  specify  the  cus- 
tomers who  liave  so  been  induced  to  violate  their  contracts,  where 
it  shows  that,  before  reselling  the  medicines  so  procured,  defendant 
removes  the  cartons,  labels,  and  serial  numbers  from  the  bottles,  so 
that  they  cannot  be  traced  to  any  particular  customer.* 
Same. — Such  a  bill  states  a  cause  of  action  for  an  injunction  where 
the  contracts  sought  to  be  protected  are  lawful. 

GOHTBACTS — LSQALITT — CONDITIOXf    IN    CONTBACTS    FOB    SALE    OF    PBQ- 

PBiETABY  Medicines — Rsstbaint  of  Tbadb — Monopolies. — The  manu- 
facturer of  an  article  sold  as  a  medicine,  and  made  under  a  secret 
process  or  formula  of  which  he  is  the  sole  owner,  may  lawfully, 
by  contracts  with  purchasers,  impose  such  conditions  as  he  sees 
fit  with  respect  to  the  prices  at  which  they  shall  be  sold  to  others, 
or  the  persons  to  whom  they  may  be  sold ;  and  such  contracts,  like 
similar  contracts  with  respect  to  articles  made  under  a  patent  or 
copyright,  are  outside  the  rule  of  restraint  of  trade,  whether  at  com- 
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mon  law  or  under  the  federal  antl-tnut  statute.    Act  Jnly  2,  1880, 
c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Ck>mp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Gent  Dig.  vol.  11,  Contracts,  %% 
642,  544. 

Monopolistic  contracts — yalidity  as  affected  by  public  policy,  see 
note  to  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry.  Co., 
9  C.  C.  A.  666 ;  Cravens  v.  Crater-Cnime  Co.,  34  C.  C.  A.  486.] 

In  equity.    On  demurrer  to  bill. 

Frank  F.  Reed^  George  L.  Huntress^  and  Edward  S. 
Rogers,  for  complainant. 

Whipple^  Sears  <&  Ogden  and  Alexander  Lincoln,  for  de- 
fendants. 

Colt,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction  and  an  account. 
The  defendants  have  demurred  to  the  bill.  The  grounds 
of  demurrer  relied  upon  are  the  special  ground  that  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  are  insufficient  for  want  of  certainty, 
and  the  general  ground  that  the  bill  does  not  state  a  case 
which  entitles  the  complainant  to  relief  in  equity.  The  ma- 
terial allegations  of  the  bill  may  be  summarized  as  follows  : 

The  complainant  is  the  exclusive  owner  of  certain  secret 
formulas  for  making  proprietary  medicines,  and  is  exten- 
sively engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  these  medicines.  It 
sells  these  medicines  to  wholesale  and  retail  druggists  on 
what  is  known  as  the  direct  contract  plan.  Under  this 
system  of  agency  contracts,  the  medicines  are  sold  to  jobbers, 
retailers,  and  consumers  at  fixed  and  uniform  prices,  and 
the  jobbers  agree  to  sell  only  to  retailers  who  have  executed 
contracts,  and  these  retailers  agree  to  sell  only  to  purchasers 
for  consumption.  The  medicines  are  put  up  in  various 
original  and  distinctive  cartons  and  bottles,  bearing  certain 
labels,  trade-marks,  and  trade-names.  As  a  means  of  iden- 
tifying each  package,  serial  numbers  are  stamped  upon  the 
carton. 

All  druggists  are  given  full  opportunity  of  signing  these 
contracts  and  of  obtaining  these  articles  at  fixed  and  uniform 
prices.  These  contracts  are  in  force  between  the  com- 
plainant and   nearly   all   the   wholesale   druggists  of  the 
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country  and  over  40,000  retail  druggists.  The  purpose  of 
the  system  is  to  prevent  secret  rebates,  discrimination,  price- 
[840]  cutting,  demoralization  of  trade,  and  injury  to  the 
reputation  and  good  will  of  the  complainant's  business. 

The  defendants  are  wholesale  and  retail  druggists,  having 
stores  in  various  places  in  the  city  of  Boston.  Refusing  the 
opportunity  offered  them  to  execute  these  contracts,  the  bill 
charges  that  the  defendants  have  combined  and  conspired 
with  complainant's  agents,  and  that  they  have  adopted  a 
system  of  illegally  and  fraudulently  obtaining  these  medi- 
cines. The  methods  employed  consist  in  inducing  retail  deal- 
ers to  execute  contracts  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  these 
medicines  from  jobbers,  and  then  turning  over  the  medicines 
so  procured  to  the  defendants;  in  procuring  contracts  from 
retailers,  and  persuading  jobbers  to  sell  complainant's  medi- 
cines, ostensibly  to  such  retailers,  but  in  reality  to  defend- 
ants ;  in  persuading  and  inducing  retail  druggists  under  con- 
tract with  the  complainant  to  supply  these  medicines  to  de- 
fendants in  violation  of  such  contracts,  or  by  deceiving  such 
retailers  into  sales  by  fraudulently  stating  that  the  purchases 
are  for  consumption,  and  not  for  resale.  The  defendants,  it  is 
alleged,  offer  for  sale  and  sell  the  medicines  so  obtained  at  cut 
rates,  thereby  demoralizing  prices,  depleting  trade,  and  caus- 
ing irreparable  injury  to  the  complainant.  The  defendants 
further  employ  the  complainant's  medicines  as  a  means  of 
attracting  customers,  and  then  substituting  and  selling  other 
remedies,  thus  inducing  such  customers  to  abandon  their 
(Miginal  intention  of  purchasing  the  complainant's  medicines. 
In  case  of  the  sale  of  complainant's  medicines,  the  defend- 
ants mutilate,  obliterate,  or  cover  up  the  trade-marks,  trade- 
naiiies,  and  serial  numbers  upon  the  packages  or  cartons. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  defendants  may  be  enjoined  from 
persuading  persons  who  have  entered  into  contracts  with  the 
complainant  from  breaking  their  contracts  by  selling  and  de- 
livering to  the  defendants  the  complainant's  medicines,  and 
from  procuring  from  any  retail  druggist  the  execution  of 
contracts  with  the  complainant,  and  from  passing  themselves 
off  to  any  jobber  under  contract  with  the  complainant  as  rep- 
resenting a  retail  druggist  who  has  executed  a  proper  con- 
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tract,  and  from  procuring  in  any  way  the  complainant's 
remedies  from  any  wholesale  or  retail  dealer  who  has  entered 
into  contracts  with  the  complainant  in  violation  of  those  con- 
tracts, and  from  mutilating  or  defacing  the  complainant's 
packages,  or  changing  its  cartons  or  labels,  and  for  other 

relief. 

The  theory  upon  which  this  bill  is  framed  is  dear.  The 
complainant's  medicines  are  only  sold  to  wholesale  and  retail 
druggists  under  direct  contracts  with  the  complainant  The 
complainant  finds  that  the  defendants  are  selling  its  medi- 
cines at  cut  rates  in  mutilated  packages.  The  bill  charges 
the  defendants  with  having  obtained  these  medicines  by  un- 
lawfully combining  with,  persuading,  or  deceiving,  the  agents 
of  the  complainant  to  break  their  contracts,  and  thus  obtain- 
ing these  medicines  illegally  and  in  violation  of  these  con- 
tracts, and  the  bill  seeks  to  enjoin  the  defendants  from  pur- 
suing this  course  of  conduct 

The  bill  contains  a  sufficiently  clear  statement  of  all  the 
material  facts  to  enable  the  defendants  to  make  the  proper 
defense  thereto.  It  is  probably  impossible  for  the  complain- 
ant to  make  the  allegations  more  specific  by  naming  the  par- 
ticular druggists  with  whom  the  defendants  1841]  have  com- 
bined and  conspired,  since  it  appears  from  the  bill  that  the 
defendants  obliterate  the  identifying  serial  numbers  up<m 
the  packages  they  sell.  By  this  means  the  complainant  is 
prevented  from  ascertaining  the  jobber  or  retailer  to  whom 
the  package  was  originally  sold.  The  bill,  however,  does  set 
forth  with  great  fullness  the  title  and  rights  of  the  complain- 
ant and  the  violation  of  thoee  rights.  It  alleges,  in  various 
forms  and  with  sufficient  definiteness,  the  substantial  facts  of 
collusion,  combination,  and  persuasion  by  the  defendants 
with  wholesale  and  retail  druggists  who  are  under  contract 
with  the  complainant.  It  is  a  course  of  conduct  which  the 
bill  seeks  to  enjoin,  rather  than  any  particular  act  The 
rules  of  certainty  do  not  require  any  more  specific  statements 
in  bills  of  this  character.  Swift  (&  Co.  v.  United  States^  196 
U.  S.  875,  400,  25  Sup.  Ct  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518;  United  States 
V.  BeU  Telephone  Co^  128  U.  S.  315,  856,  9  Sup.  Ct  90,  82 
L.  Ed.  450. 
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The  remaining  and  more  important  question  is  whether 
the  bill  states  a  case  for  relief  in  equity.  If  the  complain- 
ant's system  of  contracts  is  lawful,  it  is  clear  that  the  aUega- 
tions  of  the  bill  are  sufficient,  for  the  bill  charges  the  defend- 
ants with  unlawfully  combining  with  and  persuading  the 
complainant's  agents  to  break  their  contracts,  and  thereby 
obtaining  complainant's  medicines  in  violation  of  those  con- 
tracts, and  this  is  a  familiar  and  well-settled  ground  of  equi- 
table relief.  WeUa  dk  Richardson  Co.  v.  Abraham  (C.  C.) 
146  Fed.  190;  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Piatt  (C.  C.)  142 
Fed.  606;  Angle  v.  Railway  Co.,  151  U.  S.  1, 14  Sup.  Ct.  240, 
38  L.  Ed.  55 ;  Garst  v.  Charles,  187  Mass.  144,  72  N.  E.  889 ; 
American  Law  Book  Co.  v.  Thompson  Co.  (Sup.)  84  N.  Y. 
Supp.  225;  Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie,  198  U.  S.  236,  251,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  637,  49  L.  Ed.  1031 ;  Exchange  Telegraph  Co.  v. 
Gregory,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  (1896)  147;  Sperry  <&  Hutchinson 
Co.  T.  Mechanics'  Clothing  Co.  (CO.)  128  Fed.  800.  See, 
also,  Heath  v.  American  Book  Co.  (C.  C.)  97  Fed.  538; 
Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  555;  Moran  v.  Dunphy,  177 
Mafis.  485, 59  N.  E.  125, 52  L.  R.  A.  115, 83  Am.  St.  Rep.  289 ; 
LunUey  y.  Gye,  2  El.  &  Bl.  216;  Bowen  v.  Hall,  6  Q.  B.  D. 
338. 

It  only  remains  to  inquire  whether  the  system  of  contracts 
set  out  in  the  bill  is  lawful.  It  is  to  this  point  that  the  argu- 
ments and  briefs  of  counsel  have  been  largely  addressed.  The 
ccMitention  of  the  defendants  is  that  these  contracts  are  un- 
lawful because  they  are  in  restraint  of  trade.  In  support  of 
this  position  they  do  not  rely  so  much  upon  the  common-law 
rule  as  upon  the  federal  statute.  Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  complainant  is  the  exclusive  owner 
of  these  secret  formulas,  and  the  exclusive  manufacturer  of 
these  remedies.  It  follows  that,  until  voluntary  disclosure 
or  lawful  discovery,  the  complainant  has  an  exclusive  prop- 
erty in  these  trade  secrets,  and  has  the  exclusive  right  to 
make,  use,  and  vend  the  articles  made  thereunder.  The 
exclusive  right  of  property  in  a  trade  secret  is,  of  necessity,  a 
monopoly,  the  same  as  a  patent  or  a  copyright.  The  com- 
plainant may  make  these  articles,  or  refrain  from  making 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 8 
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them.  It  may  sell  them,  or  refrain  from  selling  them.  It 
may  sell  them  to  one  person,  and  not  to  another,  and  at  such 
prices  and  upon  such  conditions  as  it  may  deem  most  advan- 
tageous. Contracts  like  those  set  out  in  the  bill  concerning 
[842]  articles  made  under  trade  secrets,  the  same  as  similar 
contracts  concerning  articles  made  under  a  patent  or  a  copy- 
right, are  outside  the  rule  of  restraint  of  trade,  whether  at 
common  law  or  under  the  federal  statute.  Hartman  v.  Park 
(C.  C.)  145  Fed.  358;  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Piatt  (C.  C.) 
142  Fed.  606;  Wells  <&  Richardson  Co.  v.  Abraham  (C.  C.) 
146  Fed.  190;  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Goldwaite  (C.  C.)  133 
Fed.  794;  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058;  Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie, 
198  U.  S.  236,  252,  25  Sup.  Ct.  637,  49  L.  Ed.  1031 ;  Garst  v. 
Harris,  177  Mass.  72,  74,  58  N.  E.  174;  Fowle  v.  Park,  131 
U.  S.  88,  97,  9  Sup.  Ct.  658,  33  L.  Ed.  67 ;  Park  dk  Sons  Co.  v. 
National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Ass'n,  175  N.  Y.  1,  67  N.  E. 
136,  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  578 ;  Standard  Fire- 
proofing  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Co.,  177  Mo.  559,  76  S.  W.  1008; 
Victor  Co.  V.  The  Fair,  123  Fed.  424,  61  C.  C.  A.  58 ;  Heaton- 
Peni7isular  Co.  v.  Eureka  Co.,  77  Fed.  288.  25  C.  C.  A.  267, 
35  L.  R.  A.  728;  Central  Shade  Co.  v.  Cushman,  143  Mass. 
353,  9  N.  E.  629 ;  Good  v.  Daland,  121  N.  Y.  1,  24  N.  E.  15. 
Demurrer  overruled. 


[988]    THOMSON  ET  AL.  v.  UNION  CASTLE  MATT. 

S.  S.  CO.,  Limited,  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    January  16,  1907.) 

[149  Fed.  933.] 

Monopolies  —  Combination  Among  Shepownebs  —  Reasonable  Re- 
BTBAiNT. — Where  a  combination  of  foreign  shipowners  engaged  in 
South  African  trade  allowed  certain  rebates  to  New  York  shippers 
who  patronized  the  ships  belonging  to  the  combined  owners  exclu- 
sively, such  arrangement  constituted  only  a  partial  and  reasonable 
restraint  on  foreign  commerce,  and  was  therefore  not  unlawful  at 
common  law.^ 


^Judgment  reversed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appenls,  Second  Circuit 
(100  Fed.  261).    See  post,  page  548. 
^  Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1907,  by  Weat  Publishing  Co. 
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Sams — Shebman  Anti-Tbubt  Law — Recoteby  of  Tbkble  Dama(se8. — 
Forefgn  shipowners  formed  a  combination  abroad  to  organize  and 
control  steamship  business  between  New  York  and  South  African 
ports,  after  which  plaintiffs,  who  had  never  before  been  engaged  in 
South  African  trade,  began  to  ship  goods  to  such  ports,  and  in  com- 
mon with  other  patrons  of  defendant's  vessels,  became  entitled  to 
rebates  under  a  circular  issued  by  defendants  in  case  plaintiffs  did 
not  patronize  competing  vessels,  which  they  afterwards  did,  where- 
npon  defendants  refused  to  pay  further  rebates.  Held^  that  plain- 
tiffs' right  to  such  rebates.  If  any,  was  not  an  item  of  damage  that 
proximately  grew  out  of  the  combination  of  sbiix)wners,  and  hence 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the  same  under  Sherman  anti- 
trust act  (Act  Cong.  July  2,  1800,  c.  647,  §  7,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S. 
Oomp.  St.  1001,  p.  3202]),  authorizing  a  recovery  of  treble  damages 
accruing  through  an  unlawful  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce. 

At  Law. 

This  action  for  treble  damage&i,  under  section  7  of  the  Sherman  act 
<  Act  July  2, 1800,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202] ), 
<.*affle  on  for  trial  before  Hough,  District  Judge,  and  a  jury.  The  de- 
fendants named  in  the  complaint  consisted  of  several  British  ship- 
owners, one  German  shipowner,  and  their  several  American  agents.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  defendants  had  formed  a  combination  and  a 
monopoly  in  restraint  of  foreign  commerce  of  the  United  States  be- 
tween the  port  of  New  Yoric  and  the  divers  ports  of  South  Africa,  and 
that  soch  combination  and  monopoly  had  injured  the  plaintiffs,  espe- 
cially in  the  sum  of  £1,112.  There  was  also  a  prayer  for  general 
damages.  During  the  trial  the  action  was  discontinued  as  against  the 
German  shipowner  and  continued  without  amendment  of  the  pleadings 
against  the  British  shipowners.  It  appeared  that  steamship  trade 
iMtween  New  York  and  South  Africa  began  In  the  year  1893.  It  was 
originated  by  one  of  the  defendants.  Within  a  month  or  so  of  the  dis- 
patching of  the  first  steamer  another  of  the  defendants  put  a  steam- 
ship on  berth  in  New  York  for  the  same  ports.  There  was  some  evi- 
dence that  for  the  space  of  from  one  to  three  months  there  had  possibly 
been  competition  between  these  two  defendants;  but  certainly  from 
that  time  and  possibly  from  the  beginning,  the  defendants  thereafter 
operated  their  steamships  in  union,  pursuant  to  arrangements  made  in 
England  and  authoritatively  communicated  to  their  New  York  agents. 
They  charged  uniform  rates  of  freight,  and  arranged  the  dispatch  of 
their  steamers  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  each  other.  In  1808  all  the 
British  defendants  by  a  joint  circular  announced  to  the  trade  that 
Those  stiippers  who  sent  all  their  South  African  goods  by  defendants' 
!4eamer8,  and  who  shipped  said' goods  to  South  African  consignees. 
-.vbo  during  certain  periods  had  received  no  goods  from  the  United 
.States  by  vessels  other  tlian  those  of  the  defendants,  would  be  entitled 
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to  receive  a  commiBslon,  rebate,  or  retnm  of  a  certain  percentage  of 
the  freight  moneys  demanded  by  the  announced  or  tariff  rates  of  the 
defendants  between  the  United  States  and  South  African  port&  At 
the  time  of  the  issuance  of  this  circular  the  plaintiffs  had  never  been 
engaged  in  South  African  business.  They  made  their  first  shipment  to 
that  region  in  18d9  by  the  line  of  one  of  the  defendants,  and  thereafter 
initil  their  quarrel  with  the  defendants  pursued  that  practice.  During 
the  year  1900  difficulties  arose  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants  or 
some  of  them  in  respect  of  the  payment  of  these  rebates.  Defend- 
1 984]  ants  claimed  that  either  the  plaintiffs  or  their  consignees  had 
patronized  other  lines  thau  those  of  defendants,  and  that,  therefore, 
they  were  not  entitled  to  the  rebates  demanded.  The  amount  of  the 
rebates  so  withheld  by  the  defendants  or  some  of  them  Is  the  £1,112 
above  specified.  As  a  result  of  these  differences  of  opinion  and  with- 
holding of  rebates,  the  plaintiffs  were  put  to  certain  other  expenses  in 
their  endeavors  to  collect  said  £1,112.  This  action  was  brought  in 
June,  1903,  and  declares  that  the  combination  and  monopoly  existed 
and  plaintiffs*  damages  were  received  during  1899,  1900-02,  and  so  on 
to  June,  1903.  During  that  time  otber  steamers  from  time  to  time 
endeavored  to  get  South  African  business  in  New  York.  When  such 
steamer  appeared,  the  defendants  or  one  of  them  put  on  berth  what 
they  called  a  "  fighting  steamer " — 1.  e.,  a  vessel  for  which  freight 
would  be  accepted  at  rates  as  low  or  lower  than  those  offered  by  the 
competing  vessel — and  the  capacity  of  the  fighting  steamer  was  as  far 
as  possible  allotted  to  and  between  those  shippers  who  had  in  the  past 
confined  their  South  African  patronage  to  defendants.  The  plaintiffs 
complained  that  they  were  not  given  upon  these  fighting  steamers 
opportunity  of  sending  all,  or,  Indeed,  any  large  part,  of  the  goods 
which  at  the  time  they  had  in  hand  to  send,  but  it  appeared  that  thej 
were  given  as  large  a  fraction  of  the  fighting  steamer's  capacity  at 
cut  rates  as  were  other  shippers  similarly  situated.  These  facts  hav- 
ing been  made  to  appear  upon  the  examination  and  cross-examination 
of  the  plaintiffH'  witnesses,  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint. 

Dt.  Lorenzo  VUo^  for  plaintiffs. 

Convers  and  Kirlin  and  Wing^  Putnam  and  Burlingham 
{Mr.  Tkacher^  of  counsel),  for  defendants. 

Hough,  District  Judge  (orally). 

I  feel  that  the  court  must  decide  this  case.  It  is  unfortu- 
nate that  the  first  legal  proceeding  to  test  the  applicability  of 
the  Sherman  anti-trust  law  to  foreign  commerce  should  have 
been  brought  under  the  seventh  section  of  the  act,  because  it 
perhaps  prevents  laying  a  foundation  for  a  really  illuminat- 
ing discussion  on  that  aspect  of  the  statute.    If  this  case  had 
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been  promoted  by  the  United  States,  or  even  by  a  shipowner 
who,  by  the  combined  action  of  the  defendants,  had  been  pre- 
vented from  freely  engaging  in  commerce  between  New  York 
and  South  Africa,  I  think  very  different  questions  would 
have  been  presented  for  consideration;  but  these  plaintiffs 
can  only  recover  if  able  to  show  that  they  have  been  injured 
in  their  business  or  property  by  any  other  person  or  corpora- 
tion by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlaw- 
ful by  the  Sherman  act.  By  the  common  law  it  is  my  opinion 
that  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  if  partial  and  reasonable, 
is  lawful;  and  that  doctrine,  as  applied  to  the  peculiarities 
and  requirements  of  the  steamship  trade,  I  have  always 
thought  was  fully,  ably,  and  correctly  stated  in  the  case  of  the 
Mogvl  Steamship  Company.  Viewing  it  as  matter  of  com- 
mon law,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  trade  regulations  shown  in 
this  case  are  reasonable  in  theory  or  principle,  though,  per- 
haps, unwisely  interpreted  in  practice;  but  I  do  not  think 
that  the  general  question  as  to  whether  reasonable  regulations 
of  foreign  or  interstate  commerce  are  obnoxious  to  the  Sher- 
man act  requires  consideration  in  this  litigation. 

The  action  as  against  the  Hansa  Line  and  its  agents  hav- 
ing been  discontinued,  it  appears  to  me  that  all  the  defend- 
ants who  are  left  in  the  case  engaged  in  the  steamship  busi- 
ness between  the  United  States  and  South  Africa  in  substan- 
tial union.  All  the  defendants  are  f 9reign  shipowners,  except 
the  resident  agents  of  those  foreigners,  who  [985]  are  merely 
mouthpieces  of  their  principals,  and  themselves  made  no 
combination  whatever  except  in  respect  of  their  own  com- 
missions— something  obviously  not  within  the  purview  of  the 
act  Since  the  foreign  steamship  lines  here  concerned  agreed* 
upon  their  concerted  action  in  their  home  country,  and 
engaged  in  substantial  union  in  the  business  of  transporta- 
tion by  steam  between  New  York  and  South  Africa  from  the 
very  beginning,  then  all  the  defendants'  American  and  South 
African  steamship  trade  has  been  done,  as  it  appears  to  me  to 
have  been  done,  subject  to  these  foreign  made  regulations. 
Under  such  circumstances  I  find  it  impossible  to  believe  that 
a  statute  designed  to  prevent  a  restraint  of  existing  trade  can 
apply  to  the  conditions  under  which  the  trade  was  bom.  In 
the  original  formation  of  the  defendants'  union,  therefore,  I 
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find  no  infraction  of  any  federal  law ;  and  it  remains  to  con- 
sider only  whether  the  action  of  the  defendants  in  putting  on 
what  have  been  called  ^'  fighting  steamers  "  constituted  some- 
thing that  converted  a  lawful  union  into  an  unlawful  one.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  fighting  steamers,  so  far  from  restrain- 
ing commerce  and  stifling  competition,  in  and  of  themselves 
constituted  a  very  violent  competition-  The  well-known  fact 
that  competition  carried  to  its  uttermost  destroys  itself  seems 
to  me  nothing  to  the  point  so  far  as  the  Sherman  act  is  oon- 
cerned,  the  supreme  test  of  the  application  of  which  act  has 
frequently  been  held  to  be  the  stifling  of  competition  to  the 
detriment  of  the  particular  commerce  concerned. 

Now,  these  plaintiffs  began  to  ship  their  goods  and  to  ship 
other  people's  goods  to  South  Africa  long  after  the  only  com- 
bination shown  was  made,  and  I  believe  made  abroad.  What 
South  African  business  the  plaintiffs  had  was  created  in 
conjunction  with  the  defendants'  combination.  The  com- 
bination injured  neither  the  business  nor  the  property  of 
the  plaintiffs,  except  by  possibly  depriving  them  of  greater 
profits  than  they  might  have  made  had  the  defendants 
chosen  to  enter  upon  American  business  under  other  condi- 
tions. They  were  not  obliged  to  enter  upon  American  busi- 
ness at  aU. 

What  the  plaintiffs  are  really  seeking  to  recover  are  the 
rebates  due  to  those  persons  who  gave  their  whole  business 
to  the  defendants.  This  right  to  rebate  rested  on  contract, 
a  contract  embodied  in  the  fact  of  shipment  evidenced  by 
the  usual  documents.  That  contract  was  not  in  itself  unlaw- 
ful. If  the  union  of  the  defendants  was  not  of  itself  unlaw- 
ful, each  defendant  could  have  made  the  same  contract 
individually  which  they  made  unitedly,  could  have  an- 
nounced the  same  contractual  purposes,  and  carried  them 
out.  It  may  be  that  the  action  of  the  steamship  companies 
in  withholding  the  rebates  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  was 
unjustifiable;  but  the  plaintiffs  must  in  this  case,  and  under 
this  pleading,  prove  that  their  loss  was  proximately  caused 
by  a  violation  of  the  Sherman  act.  Even  if  the  organiza- 
tion of  a  new  line  of  foreign  commerce,  arranged  in  Lon- 
don to  connect  the  United  States  with  a  foreign  country, 
be  obnoxious  to  the  Sherman  act.  though  the  commerce  al- 
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I^ed  to  be  restrained  existed  prior  to  the  alleged  restraint 
only  in  posse,  it  must  remain  true  that  whatever  may  be 
the  rights  of  the  federal  ^vemment  as  against  such  obnox- 
ious combination  no  private  person  can  recover  damages 
against  the  members  of  the  [936]  combination  except  such 
as  naturally  flow  from  and  are  proximately  caused  by  the 
action  of  the  combination. 

These  plaintiffs  have  admitted  that  they  have  but  one 
substantial  claim  of  injury  from  which  all  their  other  dam- 
ages flow,  namely,  that  after  they  agreed,  perhaps  unwill- 
ingly, to  the  trade  terms  of  the  combination,  and  by  so 
agreeing  obtained  and  developed  trade  which  they  never 
had  before,  that  then  the  defendants  so  interpreted  the  bar- 
gain which  they  had  obtained  from  the  plaintiffs  as  to  de- 
prive the  latter  of  an  advantage  which  the  plaintiffs  sup- 
posed they  got  by  practically  going  into  the  combination 
themselves.  Now,  this  may  give  plaintiffs  a  good  cause  of 
action  upon  the  contract,  or  for  deceit  in  not  having  com- 
municated to  them  the  singular  fact  that  disloyalty  of  a  con- 
signee over  whom  they  could  have  no  control  would  deprive 
them  of  the  reward  of  their  own  fidelity;  but  it  is  not  an 
item  of  damage  that  proximately  grows  out  of  the  combina- 
tion, even  if  such  combination  was  in  restraint  of  foreign 
commerce. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  is  therefore  granted. 


13901      CHATTANOOGA     FOUNDEY     AND     PIPE 
WORKS  V.  CITY  OF  ATLANTA.* 

EBBOR  TO  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THE  SIXTH 

CIRCUIT. 

[203  U.  8.  390.] 
No.  94.     Argued  Noyember  9,  12,  1906. — Decided  December  3,  1906. 

r?y  express  provision  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  26  Stat.  209,  a  city  is  a 
person  within  the  meaning  of  section  7  of  that  act,  and  can  maintain 
an  action  against  a  party  to  a  combination  unlawful  under  the  act 


•8ee   also  101  Fed.  Rep.  900:  YoL  2»  p.  11.    127  Fed.  Hep.  29: 
VoL  2,  p.  299. 
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by  reason  of  which  it  has  been  forced  to  pay  a  price  for  an  article 
above  what  it  is  reasonably  worth.^ 

A  person  whose  property  is  diminished  by  a  payment  of  money  wrong- 
fully induced  is  injured  in  his  property. 

Where  Ck>ngress  has  power  to  make  acts  illegal  it  can  authorize  a 
recovery  for  damage  caused  by  those  acts  although  suffered  wholly 
within  the  boundaries  of  one  State. 

Although  the  sale  may  not  have  been  so  connected  with  the  unlawful 
combination  as  to  l)e  unlawful,  the  motives  and  inducements  to 
make  it  may  be  so  affected  by  the  combination  as  to  constitute  a 
wrong. 

The  five  year  limitation  in  S  1047,  Rev.  Stat,  does  not  apply  to  Baits 
brought  under  S  7  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  but  by  the  silence  of 
that  act  the  matter  is  left  under  f  721,  Rev.  Stat,  to  the  local  law. 

The  three  year  limitation  in  f  2773,  Tennessee  Ck)de,  for  actions  for 
injuries  to  personal  or  real  property,  applies  to  injuries  falling  upon 
some  object  more  definite  than  the  plaintiff's  total  wealth  and  Che 
general  ten  year  limitation  in  f  2776  for  all  actions  not  expressly 
provided  for  controls  actibns  of  this  nature  brought  under  S7  of 
the  act  of  July  2,  1890. 

127  Fed.  Rep.  23;  101  Fed.  Rep.  900,  aflirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

[391]  Mr.  Frank  Spurlock^  with  whom  Mr.  Foster  F. 
Brown  was  on  the  brief,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  city  of  Atlanta  has  no  cause  of  action  under  the  Anti- 
trust Act. 

While  the  declaration  alleges  that  the  defendant  in  error 
was  injured  in  its  business  of  supplying  water  to  its  inhabit- 
ants, the  averment  can  only  mean  that  it  was  injured  by  the 
payment  of  an  excessive  price  for  the  pipe  bought  to  extend 
its  water  mains.  There  is  no  allegation  showing  an  injury 
of  any  other  character  either  to  the  business  or  property  of 
the  defendant  in  error.  The  action  can  only  be  maintained, 
if  at  all,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  in  error,  as  a  con- 
sumer, has  been  compelled  to  pay  more  for  the  goods  it  pur- 
chased by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  seller  was  a  part  to  an 
illegal  combination.  Brovm  <6  Allen  v.  Jacobus  Pharmacy^ 
115  Georgia,  429 ;  Boutwell  v.  Marr^  71  Vermont,  1 ;  Doremus 
V.  Hennessj/y  176  Illinois,  608 ;  Mogul  S.  S,  Co.  v.  McGregor^ 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  The  Banks  Law  Publishing  Company. 
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L  R  16  Q.  B.  Div.  476;  S.  C,  21  Q.  B.  Div.  544;  S.  C,  23 
Q.  B.  Div.  698. 

From  the  nature  and  purpose  of  a  combination  to  restrain 
and  monopolize,  it  was  expected  that  every  contract,  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  or  to^monopolize  the 
same  would  include  among  its  purposes  that  of  an  assault 
upon  the  business  of  independent  rival  traders.  For  such 
action  is  necessary  to  complete  the  illegal  scheme. 

So  by  §§  1  and  2  of  the  act  Congress  struck  at  the  initial 
step  towards  the  creation  of  these  injurious  combinations  by 
imposing  heavy  penalties  for  joining  in  them,  and  by  §  7 
penalties,  in  the  nature  of  treble  damages  and  attorneys'  fees, 
were  provided  to  protect  the  independent  trader  by  giving 
him  a  right  of  action  if  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by 
the  combination  of  those  endeavoring  to  create  the  monopoly. 

There  is  not  only  no  language  in  the  act  from  which  it 
could  be  inferred  that  Congress  meant  to  protect  the  business 
of  those  engaged  in  trade  wholly  within  the  States,  but 
Addystan  Pipe  cfe  SUel  Co.  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S.  211, 
247,  held  that  Congress  has  no  jurisdiction  over  that  part  of 
a  combination  [392]  or  agreement  which  relates  to  commerce 
wholly  within  the  State  and  which  is  subject  alone  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  State.  Whenever,  therefore,  the  business 
of  a  waterworks  company,  or  the  like,  is  injured  by  a  com- 
bination or  monopoly,  redress  therefor  must  be  sought  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  under  which  the  business  is  carried  on. 

To  extend  the  operation  of  the  act  so  as  to  give  a  right  of 
action,  under  the  seventh  section  thereof,  to  every  consumer 
seeking  to  recover  back,  as  excessive,  a  part  of  the  price  paid 
for  goods  bought  and  shipped  from  another  State,  would 
include  a  class  of  actions  not  contemplated  by  Congress,  and 
not  necessary  to  insure  competition  in  interstate  trade.  Such 
damages  could  only  arise  from  fraud  or  deceit  in  making  the 
sale,  and  would  be  governed  by  the  laws  of  the  State  under 
which  the  contract  was  made  and  to  be  performed.  Mon- 
tague dk  Co.  V.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38;  Gihhs  v.  McNeeley,  118 
Fed.  Eep.  127 ;  Whitwell  v.  Tobacco  Co.,  125  Fed.  Rep.  454. 

Defendant  in  error  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  pipe  at 
an  agreed  price  fixed  in  the  contract.    This  agreement  was 
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legal  and  binding  under  the  laws  of  Georgia,  where  it  was 
made  and  to  be  performed,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
selling  company  was  a  party  to  a  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,  which  was  illegal  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
National  DistiUing  Co.  v.  Cream  City  Importing  Co.^  86  Wis- 
consin, 352 ;  Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.^  184  U.  S.  540. 

The  Anti-Trust  Act  is  not  a  legal  method  of  regulating 
prices.  While  denying  to  interstate  traders  the  right  to  form 
combinations  that  would  have  the  power  to  prescribe  prices, 
Congress  did  not  undertake  itself  to  do,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  what  it  prohibited  to  others.  An  action  for  three- 
fold damages  will  only  lie  where  there  has  been  an  actual, 
direct  injury  inflicted  by  something  done  in  violation  of  the 
act  {Minnesota  v.  Northern  Secuinties  Co,^  194  U.  S.  48,  70), 
and  this  injury  must  have  been  done  to  the  person  suing  in 
his  business  of  interstate  commerce,  or  in  his  property  while 
the  subject  of  interstate  commerce. 

[393]  Under  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Tennessee  appli- 
cable to  this  case  the  suit  is  barred  either  in  one  year  as  a 
statute  penalty  or  in  three  years  as  an  injury  to  property  for 
tort.  State  v.  Eouse^  2  Shannon's  Cases,  610;  State  v.  Shaw^ 
113  Tennessee,  536;  Hogan  v.  Chattanooga^  2  Tennessee,  339; 
Greenwood  v.  State^  6  Bax,  567,  576;  Huntington  v.  Attrill^ 
146  U.  S.  657,  667;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Bliss,  35  N.  Y.  412; 
Stokes  v.  Stickney,  96  N.  Y.  326. 

A  statute  may  not  be  penal  in  the  international  sense  of 
that  term,  but  penal  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  of 
limitations  applicable  to  private  actions  only.  The  follow- 
ing cases,  brought  to  enforce  statutory  liability,  were  held  to 
be  penal  actions  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  of  limita- 
tions barring  civil  suits  for  statute  penalties.  Beadle  v. 
Railroad  Company^  48  Kansas,  379;  51  Kansas,  252;  Savings 
Bank  v.  Bailey,  66  N.  H.  334 ;  Gridley  v.  Barnes,  103  Illinois, 
211 ;  Baker  Wire  Co.  v.  Chicago  <&  N.  W,  Ry.  Co.,  106  Iowa, 
239;  A.,  T.  cfc  S.  F.  Ry  Co.  v.  Tanner,  19  Colorado,  559; 
State  Savings  Bank  v.  Johnson,  18  Montana,  440;  Raticon  v. 
Terminal  Assn.,  114  Fed.  Rep.  666;  Davis  v.  Mills,  113  Fed, 
Rep.  678 ;  S.  C,  121  Fed.  Rep.  703 ;  Patterson  v.  Wade,  115  Fed. 
Rep.  770 ;  Goodridge  v.  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  35  Fed.  Rep.  35 ; 
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Barry  v.  Edmonds,  116  U.  S.  550,  565 ;  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Humes,  115  U.  S.  522;  Minneapolis  Ry.  v.  Bechwith,  129 
U.  S.  35. 

If  the  penalty,  or  recovery  in  excess  of  compensatory  dam- 
ages, is  imposed  for  a  failure  to  pay  a  debt,  and  not  in  the 
exercise  of  the  police  power  which  concerns  the  interest  of 
the  public,  then  the  statute  is  unconstitutional.  Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  P.  Ry  Co.  V.  EUis,  165  U.  S.  150;  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Mat- 
thews, 174  U.  S.  96 ;  Railroads  v.  Crider,  91  Tennessee,  490. 

The  suit  was  brought  not  only  to  recover  treble  damages 
for  the  injury  sustained,  but  attorneys'  fees  besides.  The 
actual  damages  as  found  by  the  jury  were  $1,500;  but  the 
judgment  rendered  was  for  $7,000,  or  nearly  five  times  the 
damages  actually  suffered.  This  judgment  can  be  sustained 
upon  no  other  principle  than  that  declared  in  the  cases  cited — 
[394]  that  is,  vindictive  or  punitive  damages,  and  imposed 
under  the  police  power  of  the  Government  for  the  purpose  of 
deterring  others  from  the  commission  of  similar  offenses. 

If  not  barred,  however,  as  a  statute  penalty  in  one  year, 
the  action  is  within  §2747,  providing  that  all  wrongs  and 
injuries  to  the  property  and  person,  in  which  money  only  is 
demanded  as  damages,  shall  be  commenced  within  three 
years  and  redressed  by  an  action  on  the  case. 

As  to  what  will  support  an  action  on  the  case  and  fall 
within  this  provision  see  Love  v.  Hog  an,  5  Yer.  290;  Alii- 
son  V.  Tyson,  5  Hum.  449;  Rosson  v.  Hancock,  3  Sneed,  434; 
Gwinther  v.  Gerding,  3  Head,  198;  Bank  v.  Doughty,  2  Ten- 
nessee, 684;  Railroad  v.  Guthrie,  10  Lea,  432;  Ramsey  v. 
Temple,  3  Lea,  252;  Rhea  v.  Hooper,  5  Lea,  39.0;  James  & 
Co.  V.  Bank,  105  Tennessee,  1.  The  cases  cited  by  court  of 
appeals  of  Tennessee  can  be  distinguished  and  that  court 
erred  in  holding  that  this  action  fell  under  the  ten-year 
statute. 

An  action  may  be  in  the  form  of  debt  where  the  statutory 
liability  is  certain,  or  may  be  made  so  from  the  face  of  the 
statute.  But  while  such  actions  are  in  form  debt,  they  are 
criminal  in  nature  and  within  the  statute  of  limitations  re- 
lating to  criminal  proceedings.  Civil  liabilities  founded  on 
statutes  may  be  in  the  nature  of  debt,  or  contract,  but  an 
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action  to  enforce  such  liability,  whatever  its  form,  would  be 
barred  by  the  statute  applicable  to  contracts;  and  limitations 
applicable  would  always  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  liabil- 
ity declared  or  imposed.  Bagley  v.  Shoffachj  43  Arkansas, 
377;  Chaffee  v.  United  States,  18  Wall.  5*6;  StockweU  v. 
United  States,  18  Wall.  531.  Bvllard  v.  BeU,  1  Mason,  243, 
is  inapplicable.  See  Householder  v.  City  of  Kansas,  83  Mis- 
souri, 488,  495;  Topley  v.  Forbes,  2  Allen,  24;  Addison  on 
Torts,  49;  Knowlton  v.  Ackley,  8  Cush.  97;  Steams  v.  A.  dk 
St.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  46  Missouri,  114;  PoUard  v.  Bailey,  20  Wall. 
520,  527 ;  Hightower  v.  Fitzpatrick,  42  Alabama,  600.  And 
see  also  as  to  action  on  the  case  being  the  proper  remedy, 
Aldrich  v.  Howard,  7  R.  1. 199,  213 ;  Sandford  v.  Haskell,  50 
Maine,  86;  Reed  v.  [395]  Northjield,  13  Pick.  (Mass.)  99; 
Morrison  v.  Bedell,  22  N.  H.  238;  Russell  v.  L.  <&  N.  Ry. 
Co.,  93  Virginia,  325;  Mount  v.  Hooter,  58  Illinois,  246; 
Boyn  V.  Smith,  17  Wend.  88 ;  Beatly  v.  Barnes,  8  Cr.  98, 108. 

Actions  for  liabilities  arising  out  of  duties  imposed  or  acts 
prohibited  by  statutes  are  within  the  limitation  imposed  on 
all  similar  actions.  Metropolitan  Ry  Co.  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  132  U.  S.  1,  13 ;  Carroll  v.  Green,  92  U.  S.  509 ; 
Campbell  v.  HaverhUl,  155  U.  S.  610. 

The  liabilities  created  by  the  statutes  authorizing  the 
organization  of  national  banks,  or  for  the  infringement  of 
patent  rights,  or  rights  founded  on  other  acts  of  Congress, 
have  never  been  treated  as  specialties,  even  though  sometimes 
clearly  in  the  nature  of  debt.  McDonald  v.  Thompson,  184 
U.  S.  72 ;  Cockrill  v.  Butler,  78  Fed.  Rep.  680 ;  Stephens  v. 
OverstoU,  43  Fed.  Rep.  465. 

Mr.  ChurcTUll  P.  Goree  and  Mr.  George  Westmoreland, 
with  whom  Mr.  Linton  A.  Dean  and  Mr.  J.  L.  Foust  were  on 
the  brief,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mb.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  action  by  the  city  of  Atlanta  (Georgia),  against 
two  Tennessee  corporations,  members  of  the  trust  or  combi- 
nation held  unlawful  in  Addyston  Pipe  and  Steel  Co.  v. 
United  States,  175  U.  S.  211.    The  object  of  the  suit  is  to 
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recover  threefold  damages  for  alleged  injury  to  the  city  ^^  in 
ite  business  or  property  "  under  §  7  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890, 
c.  647, 26  Stat  209.  The  alleged  injury  is  that  the  city,  being 
engaged  in  conducting  a  system  of  waterworks,  and  wishing 
to  buy  iron  water  pipe,  was  led,  by  reason  of  the  illegal 
arrangements  between  the  members  of  the  trust,  to  purchase 
the  pipe  from  the  Anniston  Pipe  and  Foundry  Company,  an 
Alabama  corporation,  at  a  price  much  above  what  was  rea- 
sonable or  the  pipe  was  worth.  The  purchase  was  made  after 
a  simulated  [896]  competition,  at  a  price  fixed  by  the  trust 
and  embracing  a  bonus  to  be  divided  among  the  members. 
The  plaintiffs  in  error  demurred  to  the  declaration,  and 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  that  the  action  accrued  more  than  one 
year  and  more  than  three  before  the  suit  was  brought,  relying 
upon  §§  2772  and  2773  of  the  Code  of  Tennessee,  the  East- 
em  District  of  Tennessee  being  the  district  in  which  the  suit 
was  brought.  The  demurrer  to  the  declaration  was  overruled 
and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  Circuit 
Court.  The  verdict  was  for  the  difference  between  the  price 
paid  and  the  market  or  fair  price  that  the  city  would  have 
had  to  pay  under  natural  conditions  had  the  combination 
been  out  of  the  way,  together  with  an  attorney's  fee.  The 
judgment  trebled  the  damages.  It  was  affirmed  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Appeals,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  having  saved 
their  rights  at  every  stage.  The  discussions  of  the  law  took 
pUuse  before  the  jury  trial  was  reached.  They  will  be  found 
in  127  Fed.  Bep.  23  and  101  Fed  Sep.  900.  For  our  purposes 
it  seems  unnecessary  to  state  the  case  at  greater  length. 

The  facts  gave  rise  to  a  cause  of  action  under  the  Act  of 
Congress.  The  city  was  a  person  within  the  meaning  of 
§  7  by  the  express  provision  of  §  8.  It  was  injured  in  its 
property,  at  least,  if  not  in  its  business  of  fumi^ing  water, 
by  being  led  to  pay  more  than  the  worth  of  the  pipe.  A 
person  whose  property  is  diminished  by  a  payment  of  money 
wrongfully  induced  is  injured  in  his  property.  The  trans- 
action which  did  the  wrong  was  a  transaction  between  parties 
in  different  States,  if  that  be  material.  The  fact  that  the 
defendants  and  others  had  combined  with  the  seller  led  to 
the  excessive  charge,  which  the  seller  made  in  the  interest 
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of  the  trust  by  arrangement  with  its  members,  and  which  the 
buyer  was  induced  to  pay  by  the  semblance  of  competition, 
also  arranged  by  the  members  of  the  trust  One  object  of 
the  combination  was  to  prevent  other  producers  than  the 
Anniston  Pipe  and  Foundry  Company,  the  seller,  from  com- 
peting in  sales  to  the  plaintiff.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
Congress  had  power  to  give  an  [397]  action  for  damages  to 
an  individual  who  suffers  by  breach  of  the  law.  Montagtte  v. 
Lowry^  193  U.  S.  38.  The  damage  complained  of  must 
almost  or  quite  always  be  damage  in  property,  that  is.  in  the 
money  of  tiie  plaintiff,  which  is  owned  within  some  particu- 
lar State.  In  other  words,  if  Congress  had  power  to  make 
the  acts  which  led  to  the  damage  illegal,  it  could  authorize  a 
recovery  for  the  damage,  although  the  latter  was  suffered 
wholly  within  the  boundaries  of  one  State.  Finally,  the 
fact  that  the  sale  was  not  so  connected  in  its  terms  with  the 
unlawful  combination  as  to  be  unlawful,  Connolly  v.  Union 
Seicer  Pipe  Co.^  184  U.  S.  540,  in  no  way  contradicts  the 
proposition  that  the  motives  and  inducements  to  make  it 
were  so  affected  by  the  combination  as  to  constitute  a  wrong. 
In  most  cases  where  the  result  complained  of  as  springing 
from  a  tort  is  a  contract,  the  contract  is  lawful,  and  the  tort 
goes  only  to  the  motives  which  led  to  its  being  made,  as 
when  it  is  induced  by  duress  or  fraud. 

The  limitation  of  five  years  in  Rev.  Stat.  §  1047,  to  any 
"  suit  or  prosecution  for  any  penalty  or  forfeiture,  pecuniary 
or  otherwise,  accruing  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,'' 
does  not  apply.  The  construction  of  the  phrase  "  suit  for  a 
penalty,"  and  the  reasons  for  that  construction  have  been 
stated  so  fully  by  this  court  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat 
them.  Indeed  the  proposition  hardly  is  disputed  here. 
Huntington  v.  Attrill,  146  U.  S.  657,  668;  Brady  v.  Daly^  176 
U.  S.  148,  155, 156. 

Thus  we  come  to  the  main  question  of  the  case,  namely, 
which  limitation  under  the  laws  of  Tennessee  is  applicable, 
the  matter  being  left  to  the  local  law  by  the  silence  of  the 
Statutes  of  the  United  States.  Bev.  Stat.  §  721 ;  Campbell  v. 
Haverhill^  155  U.  S.  610.  The  material  provisions  of  the 
Tennessee  Code  are  as  follows:  By  Article  2769  (Shannon, 
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4466), all  civil  actions  are  to  be  commenced  within  the  periods 
prescribed,  with  immaterial  exceptions.  By  Article  2772 
(Shannon,  4469),  actions,  among  others,  "  for  statute  penal- 
ties, within  one  year  after  cause  of  action  accrued."  By  2773 
[398 J  (Shannon,  4470),  "Actions  for  injuries  to  personal 
or  real  property;  actions  for  the  detention  or  conversion  of 
personal  property,  within  three  years  from  the  accruing  of 
the  cause  of  action."  By  2776  (Shannon,  4473,)  certain 
actions  enumerated,  "  and  all  other  cases  not  expressly  pro- 
vided for,  within  ten  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued." 
The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  the  case  did  not  fall 
within  2772  or  2773,  but  only  within  2776,  and  therefore  was 
not  barred.  Although  the  decision  is  appealed  from,  as  this 
question  involves  the  construction  of  local  law  we  cannot  but 
attribute  weight  to  the  opinion  of  the  judge  who  rendered 
the  judgment,  in  view  of  his  experience  upon  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Tennessee.  And  although  doubts  were  raised  by 
the  argument,  we  have  come  to  agree  with  his  interpretation 
in  the  main. 

As  to  the  article  touching  actions  for  statute  penalties, 
notwithstanding  some  grounds  for  distinguishing  it  from 
Rev.  Sts.  §  1047,  which  were  pointed  out,  so  far  as  this  lia- 
bility under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  is  concerned  wo 
must  adhere  to  the  construction  of  it  which  we  already  have 
adopted.  The  chief  argument  relied  upon  is  that  this  suit 
is  for  injury  to  personal  property,  and  so  within  Article 
2773.  It  was  pressed  upon  us  that  formerly  the  limitations 
addressed  themselves  to  forms  of  action,  that  actions  upon 
the  case,  such  as  this  would  have  been,  were  barred  in  three 
years,  following  St.  21  Jac.  1,  c.  21,  §  3,  and  that  when  a 
change  was  necessitated  by  the  doing  away  with  the  old 
forms  of  action,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  change 
was  intended  to  affect  the  substance,  or  more  than  the  mode 
of  stating  the  time  allowed.  Of  course,  it  was  argued  also 
that  this  was  an  injury  to  property,  within  the  plain  mean- 
ing of  the  words.  But  we  are  satisfied,  on  the  whole,  and  in 
view  of  its  juxtaposition  with  detention  and  conversion,  that 
the  phrase  has  a  narrower  intent.  It  may  he  that  it  has 
A  somewhat  broader  scope  than  was  intimated  below,  and 
that  some  wrongs  are  within  it  besides  physical  damage 
to  tangible  property.     But  there  is  a  sufficiently  clear  dis- 
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tinction  between  injuries  to  property  [399]  and  "injured 
in  his  business  or  property,"  the  latter  being  the  language: 
of  the  act  of  Congress.  A  man  is  injured  in  his  propert}- 
when  his  property  is  diminished.  He  would  not  be  said  to 
have  suffered  an  injury  to  his  property  unless  the  harm  fe]j 
upon  some  object  more  definite  and  less  ideal  than  his  total 
wealth.  A  trade  mark,  or  a  trade  name,  or  a  title,  is  property, 
and  is  regarded  as  an  object  capable  of  injury  in  various 
ways.  But  when  a  man  is  made  poorer  by  an  extravagant 
bill  we  do  not  regard  his*  wealth  as  a  unity,  or  the  tort,  if 
there  is  one,  as  directed  against  that  unity  as  an  object. 
We  do  not  go  behind  the  person  of  the  sufferer.  We  say 
that  he  has  been  defrauded  or  subjected  to  duress,  or  what- 
ever it  may  be,  and  stop  there.  It  was  urged  that  the  open- 
ing article  to  which  we  have  referred  expressed  an  inten- 
tion to  bar  all  civil  actions,  but  that  hardly  helps  the  construc- 
tion of  any  particular  article  following,  since  the  dragnet  at 
the  end,  2776,  catches  all  cases  not  ^'  expressly  provided  for. ' 
On  the  whole  case  we  agree  with  the  court  below. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
The  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  dissent. 


[316]  ANDERSON  ET  AL.  v.  SHAWNEE  COMPRESS 

CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    Sept  6»  1906.) 

[87  Pacific  Reporter  816.] 

CoBPOBATioNS — IMPLIED  PowKR  TO  IiEABE. — ^Where  a  Btrfctly  priTate 
corporation  finds  it  cannot  profitably  continue  operations,  and  sncb 
financial  exigencies  exist  as  render  such  action  necessary  or  appro- 
priate, it  may  lawfuUy  malce  a  lease  of  its  entire  property  for  a  terQi 
of  years,  although  no  express  authority  to  lease  is  contained  in  the 
articles  of  incorporation.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  In  point,  see  vol.  12  Gent  Dig.  Corpora- 
tions, f  1774.] 
Ck>NTBACT8 — Public  Policy — Monopolies. — A  corporation,  known  as 
the  "Gulf  Compress  Company,"  was  organized  under  articles  of 
incorporation  which  stated  that  it  was  to  conduct  a  general  storage 

^Afilrmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States^  209  U.  8. 
423.    See  post,  page  357. 
*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Oo. 
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and  compress  business.  Its  capital  stock,  originally  $25»000.  was 
increased  to  $1,000,000,  of  which  $600,000  was  in  the  form  of 
treasury  stock.  It  appeared  that  the  object  of  the  corporation  was 
to  gain  control  of  the  compress  business  in  the  cotton  producing 
area,  by  means  of  purchase  or  lease,  exacting  from  the  lessor  or 
rendor  in  every  case  a  contract  that  such  lessor  corporation  would 
not,  for  a  term  of  years,  engage  in  a  like  business  "within  fifty 
miles  of  any  compress  operated  by  the  "  lessee,  and  that  the  lessor's 
members,  "  individually  and  collectively  "  would  render  every  assist- 
ance  "in  discouraging  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  competition.** 
Held,  that  such  corporation,  the  Gulf  Compress  Company,  so  con- 
ducted, is  unlawful  and  against  public  policy,  its  operation  tending 
to  the  mireasonable  restraint  of  trade,  the  prevention  of  competition, 
and  the  establishment  of  a  monopoly. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  vol.  35,  Gent  Dig.  Monopolies, 
Sf  10-14.] 

Same — ^Voin  Lease. — And  where,  in  such  case,  a  corporation,  known 
as  the  "  Shawnee  Compress  Company,'*  formed  for  the  local  com- 
pression of  cotton,  undertakes,  because  of  the  exigencies  of  its  finan- 
cial situation,  to  lease  its  entire  property  to  said  Gulf  Compress 
Company  for  a  period  of  years,  and  in  such  lease,  to  agree  not  to 
engage  in  the  business  of  compression  of  cotton  within  fifty  miles 
of  any  plant  operated  by  the  Gulf  Company,  and  to  aid  such  Gulf 
Company  "in  discouraging  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  compe- 
tition," held,  that  the  execution  of  such  lease  will  be  perpetually 
enjoined,  or  if  executed,  the  contract  will  be  declared  an  unreason- 
able restraint  of  trade,  and  therefore  void  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  vol.  11,  Cent.  Dig.  Contracts, 
If  542-548.] 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  District  Court,  Pottawatomie  County;  before 
Justice  B,  F.  Burwell. 

Action  by  Neil  P.  Anderson  and  others  against  the  Shaw- 
nee Compress  Company  and  others.  Judgment  for  defend- 
ants, and  plaintiffs  bring  error.    Reversed  and  remanded. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  May  2, 1905,  in  the  district 
court  of  Pottawatomie  county,  Okl.,  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
against  the  defendants  in  error,  the  purpose  being  to  enjoin 
the  execution  of  a  certain  lease  contract  by  the  Shawnee 
Compress  Company,  its  officers  and  agents,  to  the  Gulf  Com- 
press Company,  defendants  in  error  herein.    In  the  absence 

1O870*— S.  Doc.  111.  62-1,  vol  3 ^9 
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of  the  regular  district  judge  from  said  county,  the  probate 
judge  thereof  issued  a  restraining  order  as  against  the  de- 
fendants in  error  Beatty  and  Stubbs.  An  amended  petition 
was  filed  on  May  13, 1905,  to  which  a  demurrer  was  presented 
and  overruled.  Thereupon  defendants  below  filed  an  answer, 
which  contained  a  general  denial  coupled  with  certain 
admissions  and  explanatory  matter.  Plaintiffs  below  de- 
murred to  this  answer,  and  on  said  demurrer  being  over- 
ruled, filed  a  general  denial  as  reply.  In  order  that  a  proper 
understanding  may  be  had  of  the  issues  presented  by  the 
pleadings  to  the  court  below,  so  much  of  the  matters  set  up 
therein  as  are  essential  to  a  proper  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tions involved  in  this  appeal  is  given  here: 

From  the  amended  petition  it  appears  that  on  April  24, 
1905,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  together  owned  139  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Shawnee  Compress  Company,  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  Oklahoma  and  doing 
business  at  Shawnee,  Okl.,  capitalized  at  $50,000,  with  T.  F. 
Stubbs  as  president  and  W.  H.  Beatty  as  secretary;  and 
that  J.  M.  Aydelotte  was  president  of  said  company  for 
several  years  immediately  prior  to  said  date.  That  the  Gulf 
Compress  Company  is  a  corporation  existing  under  the  laws 
of  Alabama,  having  its  principal  office  and  place  of  businesb 
in  the  city  of  Memphis,  Tenn.,  with  C.  C.  Hanson  and  R.  E. 
L.  Martin,  as  president  and  secretary  thereof,  respectively. 
That  certain  action  was  attempted  to  be  taken  by  the  stock- 
holders of  the  Shawnee  Compress  Company,  looking  to  the 
leasing  of  the  entire  business,  good  will,  property,  franchise, 
etc.,  of  the  said  Shawnee  Company  to  the  Gulf  Company  for 
a  period  of  five  years,  at  a  stipulated  rental  of  $6,000  i)er 
year.  That  the  number  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  said 
Shawnee  Compress  Company  was  attempted  to  be  reduced 
from  nine  to  three,  the  latter  consisting  of  Stubbs,  Beatty, 
and  F.  E.  Anderson.  That  on  the  26th  of  April,  1905,  said 
Stubbs  and  Beatty,  assuming  to  act  as  a  majority  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  said  Shawnee  Compress  Company,  pre- 
tended to  hold  a  meeting,  and  thereat  to  pass  a  certain  reso- 
lution authorizing  themselves,  as  president  and  secretary, 
respectively,  of  such  company,  to  execute  the  aforementioned 
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lease  contract  to  the  Gulf  Compress  Company,  and  did  on 
said  date,  attempt  to  execute  a  written  lease  to  the  said  Gulf 
Company,  on  behalf  of  said  Shawnee  Compress  Company, 
for  the  said  period  of  five  years  at  the  stipulated  rental  of 
$6,000  per  annum.  That  said  F.  £.  Anderson,  a  minority 
stockholder,  protested  and  objected  to  all  such  actions  of 
said  Beatty  and  Stubbs.  That  no  exigencies  existed  requir- 
ing the  negotiation  of  such  lease,  and  that  the  intention  of 
the  Gulf  Compress  Company,  in  procuring  said  lease,  was 
to  secure  a  monopoly  of  the  compress  business,  and  to  restrict 
competition  between  the  compresses  already  operated  by  said 
company  and  the  com-  [316]  press  previously  owned  and 
operated  by  the  Shawnee  Compress  Company,  and  is  there- 
fore void,  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  in  undue 
restraint  of  trade.  Other  allegations  are  made,  attacking  the 
legality  of  the  proceedings  of  the  board  of  directors  in  and 
about  the  execution  of  the  alleged  lease  contract,  and  such 
acts  are  characterized  as  ultra  vires,  and  void,  as  against  the 
rights  of  plaintiff  in  error,  minority  stockholders  of  the  said 
Shawnee  Compress  Company.  The  prayer  was  that  the 
contract  be  declared  void,  and  that  said  Stubbs  and  Beatty 
be  enjoined  from  assuming  to  act  as  president  and  secretary 
respectively  of  said  company,  and  that  said  company  or  its 
officers  take  no  further  proceedings  looking  to  the  execution 
of  the  said  lease.  Following  a  general  denial,  the  matters 
alleged  in  the  answer  essential  to  the  questions  here  are,  first, 
as  to  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  of  the  stockholders,  and 
second,  that  the  execution  of  said  lease  was  rendered  neces- 
sary and  right  by  the  exigencies  of  the  financial  situation 
of  said  Shawnee  Compress  Company.  To  this  answer, 
plaintiffs  below  filed  a  demurrer,  which  was  overruled.  They 
then  filed  a  general  denial  by  way  of  reply.  The  action  was 
tried  to  the  court,  and  resulted,  on  September  20,  1905,  in 
judgment  for  defendants  below,  dissolving  the  temporary 
injunction,  dismissing  plaintiffs'  amended  petition,  and 
taxing  the  costs  of  said  action  to  plaintiffs.  Motion  for  new 
trial  was  filed  and  overruled,*  and  this  proceeding  in  error 
was  thereupon  commenced,  to  review  the  action  of  the  court 
below. 
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The  lease,  the  execution  of  which  is  sought  to  be  enjoined, 
denominated  the  Shawnee  Compress  Company  as  the  '"  Land- 
lord," and  the  Gulf  Compress  Company  as  the  "Tenant." 
After  making  provision  for  the  leasing  of  all  the  personalty 
belonging  to  said  Shawnee  Company,  specifying  the  period 
to  be  five  years,  the  rental  $6,000  per  annum,  and  covering 
various  other  items,  such  as  repairs,  damage  by  fire,  flood, 
etc,  providing  for  the  itemizing  of  the  leased  property,  etc., 
the  contract  contains  the  following  language:  "(6)  The 
landlord  shall  not,  during  the  term  of  this  lease,  without  the 
consent  of  the  tenant,  directly  or  indirectly  engage  in  the 
compression  of  cotton  within  fifty  miles  of  any  plant  oper- 
ated by  the  tenant.  ♦  ♦  *  (lo)  The  landlord  agrees  and 
pledges  the  tenant  its  good  will,  moral  and  real  support,  and 
that  it,  individually  and  collectively,  will  render  the  tenant 
every  assistance  in  discouraging  unreasonable  and  unneces- 
sary competition.  ♦  *  *  The  tenant  further  agrees  to 
in  na  way  use  its  other  compresses  to  the  detriment  of  the 
Shawnee  Compress  during  the  term  of  this  lease."  It  fur- 
ther appears  from  the  evidence  at  the  trial  that  C.  C.  Han- 
son is  the  president  of  both  the  Atlanta  Compress  Company 
and  the  Gulf  Compress  Company,  being  a  stockholder  in 
each,  and  is  the  one  who  negotiated  the  lease  in  question. 
That  the  Atlanta  Compress  Company  operates  in  the  states 
of  Alabama,  Georgia,  and  Florida,  and  was  organized  and 
is  owned  and  controlled  solely  by  the  carriers  for  their  bene- 
fit. That  the  board  of  directors  and  stockholders  of  said 
corporation  are  composed  entirely  of  railroad  officials.  That 
the  Atlanta  Company  controls  the  operation  of  25  plants. 
That  the  Gulf  Compress  Company  is  a  close  corporation, 
chartered  in  Mobile,  Ala.,  and  operating  in  the  states  of 
Alabama,  Mississippi,  Tennessee,  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  In- 
dian Territory,  and  Oklahoma,  and  controlling  the  operation 
of  27  compresses  in  those  states,  located  at  various  points 
therein.  That  none  of  the  Gulf  Company's  plants  and  the 
Atlanta  Company's  compresses  are  operated  at  the  same 
points.  It  is  further  disclosed  by  the  evidence  that  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  Gulf  Company,  as  originally  incorporated, 
was  $25,000,  but  that  it  has,  within  the  past  year,  been  in- 
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creased  to  $1,000,000,  of  whick  $600,000  is  treasury  stock. 
That  its  field  of  operation  has  been  rapidly  extended  from 
Alabama  to  all  the  cotton  growing  territory;  that  it  is  at 
the  present  time  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  leasing  of  com- 
presses at  various  points,  and  as  testified  to  by  its  president, 
is  ^  prepared  to  buy  or  lease,  whichever  proposition  suits  us 
best."  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  negotiations 
conducted  by  Mr.  Hanson  with  Stubbs  and  Beatty  for  the 
lease  of  the  Shawnee  plant  was  in  pursuance  of  an  effort  to 
avoid,  "  directly  or  indirectly,  the  possibility,  if  not  proba- 
bility, of  unnecessary  and  unreasonable  competition."  It 
is  further  disclosed  by  the  testimony  that  the  carrier  pays 
for  the  compression  of  cotton,  incorporating  the  cost  thereof 
in  its  tariff.  That  tariffs  for  the  hauling  of  cotton  are  estab- 
lished by  the  railroads  as  well  as  hauling  districts  or  terri- 
tories, within  which  the  haul  of  cotton  must  be  one  way,  or 
otherwise  the  higher  rate,  denominated  the  terminal  rate, 
applies,  rendering  it  unprofitable  to  ship  to  other  than  the 
established  point  in  the  hauling  district.  Other  facts  mate- 
rial to  the  propositions  urged  by  counsel,  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  and  other  proceedings,  will  be  stated  in  connection 
with  the  argument  on  the  propositions  they  concern. 

Shartely  Keaton  and  WelU^  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Blake- 
ney  and  Moxey  and  Woods,  Basham  and  Biggers,  for  de- 
defendants  in  error. 

Pancoast,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  The  first  error 
assigned  is  that  the  court  below  erred  in  not  deciding  that  it 
was  beyond  the  scope  of  the  legal  powers  of  the  said  Shaw- 
nee Compress  Company  to  execute  the  lease  contract  in 
question.  We  find  no  express  authority  to  lease  set  out  in 
articles  of  incorporation,  but  we  are  neverthelass  of  the 
opinion  the  weight  of  authority  is  that  when  a  strictly  pri- 
vate corporation  finds  it  cannot  profitably  continue  operations, 
it  may  lawfully  make  a  lease  of  its  entire  prop-  [317]  erty 
for  a  term  of  years.  Plant  v.  Mcucon  Oil  Co.  (Ga.)  30  S.  E. 
567;  MarUette  v.  Howard,  62  Kan.  413,  63  Pac.  756;  10  Cyc. 
1138;  PhMip  v.  Aurora  Lodge  No.  104,  87  Ind.  505;  Aye  v. 
SUnWy  168  Mass.  53, 46  N.  £.  402;  Ardesco  OU  Co.  v.  North 
Am.  OH  Oo.j  66  Pa.  375.    It  is,  however,  only  when  such  exi- 
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gencies  exist  as  necessitate  or  render  appropriate  such  or 
similar  action  that  this  right  can  be  exercised.  The  question, 
therefore,  of  the  power  of  a  private  corporation  to  lease  its 
entire  property  for  a  term  of  years,  resolves  itself  to  consider- 
ation of  the  financial  exigencies  of  the  company  concerned,  as 
indicated  by  the  evidence;  and  while  no  special  finding  of 
fact  is  made  in  that  regard  in  the  case  at  bar  by  the  trial 
court,  yet  this  feature  must  necessarily  have  been  considered, 
in  the  light  of  the  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial,  and  the 
judgment  based  thereon.  We  find  ample  authority  in  the 
record  for  the  action  of  the  court  below  in  this  respect,  and 
following  the  rule  so  often  reiterated  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 
cite  authorities  to  sustain  it,  we  must  hold  that  where  the 
record  contains  some  evidence  to  support  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed  in  this  court 
on  appeal. 

The  second  proposition  contended  for,  however,  involves 
the  consideration  of  another  and  far  more  important  ques- 
tion, which  it  becomes  the  imperative  duty  of  this  court  to 
paiss  upon.  Does  the  contract,  or  so  much  thereof  as  is  set  out 
above,  tend  to  the  unlawful  restriction  of  competition  in  the 
business  it  concerns,  and  thereby  furnish  an  illegal  monopoly 
of  said  business  in  the  cotton  growing  communities,  and  this, 
in  contemplation  of  the  character  of  the  transactions  out  of 
which  the  contract  grew,  the  plan  and  mode  of  operation  of 
the  business  of  the  purchasing  or  leasing  company,  and  the 
objects  or  results  accomplished,  if  not  in  fact  intended  or 
sought  to  be  brought  about?  When  a  contract  is  brought 
before  us  for  construction  and  adjudication,  its  validity  is 
necessarily  involved,  and  is  usually  the  first  point  to  which 
the  attention  of  the  court  is  challenged  by  counsel.  In  con- 
struing the  instrument  here,  as  well  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Bradley,  in  Oregon  Steam  Navigation  Company  v.  Winsar^ 
20  Wall.  (U.  S.)  64-68,  22  L.  Ed.  316,  it  must  be  "judged 
according  to  the  circumstances,  and  can  only  be  rightly 
judged  when  the  reasons  and  grounds  of  the  rule  of  construc- 
tion of  such  contracts  are  carefully  considered."  The  public 
welfare  is  the  first  consideration  to  which  the  courts  will 
look,  and  then  the  question  of  whether  the  restraint  upon  the 
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one  party  is  or  is  not  greater  than  the  protection  of  the  other 
requires.  It  is  now  the  general  holding  that  when  one 
engaged  in  any  business  or  occupation  sells  out  his  stock  in 
trade  and  good  will,  he  may  make  a  valid  contract  with  the 
purchaser  binding  himself  not  to  engage  in  the  same  business 
in  the  same  place  for  a  time  named,  and  this  is  about  as  far  as 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  have  been  upheld  by  the  court 
in  this  country  or  in  England.  But  when,  by  the  principal 
operation  of  any  contract,  it  encroaches  upon  the  rights  of  the 
public  and  transgresses  the  liberty  of  free  competition,  con- 
sideration then  for  the  public  welfare  and  for  society  becomes 
paramount,  and  must  predominate  over  any  individual  right 
to  contract.  It  is  immaterial  in  determining  the  legality  of 
such  contracts  whether  or  not  it  was  entered  into  with  any 
evil  intent,  but  the  material  consideration  is  its  injurious 
tendency,  and  the  power  thereby  given  to  control  prices. 
Nor,  in  order  to  vitiate  a  contract,  is  it  essential  that  its  result 
should  be  a  complete  monopoly.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  really 
tends  to  that  end,  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  advantages 
derived  from  free  competition. 

No  one  can  read  the  contract  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  fail  to 
discover  that  considerations  of  public  policy  are  largely 
involved.  The  intention  of  the  agreement  is  to  aid  in  secur- 
ing the  objects  sought  to  be  attained  in  the  formation  and 
organization  of  the  Gulf  Compress  Company  and  its  allied 
corporation,  the  Atlanta  Compress  Company;  and  that  this 
object  is  to  prevent  competition  in  the  compression  of  cotton 
throughout  the  cotton  producing  states  cannot  reasonably  be 
doubted.  Circumstances  so  strong  that  it  is  impossible  not  to 
give  this  interpretation  to  them  point  unerringly  to  this  con- 
clusion. It  crops  out  time  and  again  both  in  the  language 
used  during  the  negotiations  for  the  lease  of  the  Shawnee 
Compress  Company's  plant  and  in  the  contract  itself,  and  in 
the  testimony  introduced  on  the  trial  below.  True,  the  lan- 
guage is  guarded,  the  parties  are  circumspect;  it  is  only 
sought  to  ^^  discourage  unnecessary  and  unreasonable  compe- 
tition," but  such  language  is  to  be  taken  and  construed  in  the 
light  of  the  actions  of  the  parties,  and  in  view  of  the  attend- 
ant circumstuices.    The  Gulf  Compress  Company  is  in  the 
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business  of  compressing  cotton  for  hire.  Its  field  of  oper- 
ation is  as  broad  as  language  can  make  it.  Its  capital  is 
$1,000,000,  of  which  six-tenths  or  $600,000  remains  in  the 
treasury  in  the  shape  of  treasury  stock,  the  form  most  con- 
venient, most  immediately  available  for  instant  application. 
Its  capital  has  within  the  past  18  months  been  increased  from 
$26,000,  to  an  amount  sufficient  to  buy  or  otherwise  absorb 
almost  all,  if  not  the  entire  business  of  cotton  compression 
conducted  in  the  United  States.  It,  with  the  Atlanta  Com- 
pany now  controls  the  operation  of  52  compresses,  out  of 
which  it  owns  but  6,  holding  the  remainder  by  lease  contracts, 
as  testified  to  by  the  president  of  both  companies,  similar  to 
that  under  consideration  here.  The  officers  of  neither  of 
these  companies  have  seen  fit  to  declare  a  single  dividend 
since  their  incorporation,  but  the  surplus  earnings  of  both 
companies  are  held  in  the  corporation  vaults,  for  the  very 
purpose,  as  we  may  well  infer  from  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances, of  [318]  increasing  its  holdings  of  such  properties 
under  like  contracts,  in  furtherance  of  a  general  policy  to 
absorb  the  entire  business  of  compression  of  this  commodity. 
The  real,  the  veritable  purpose  actuating  the  officers  of  the 
Gulf  Compress  Company,  as  disclosed  by  its  plan  of  organi- 
zation and  mode  of  operation,  and  as  manifested  by  the  cir- 
cumstances surroimding  the  conduct  of  its  business  and  the 
results  of  its  management  by  them,  is,  beyond  reasonable 
question,  to  place  within  their  power  the  control  of  the  com-  * 
press  industry,  by  purchasing  or  leasing  those  plants  which 
are  advantageously  located  in  each  of  the  hauling  districts  or 
territories  established  by  the  carriers  in  their  cotton  tariffs. 
Within  certain  boundaries,  the  haul  must  be  one  certain  way, 
and  when  the  Gulf  Company  seizes  the  strategic  point,  under 
its  leases,  competition  within  that  district  is  annihilated.  If 
it  be  true,  as  declared  upon  the  witness  stand  by  its  president, 
that  such  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  organization,  then  the 
intention  of  its  officers,  as  evinced  in  the  declarations  which 
fall  from  their  lips,  is  at  wide  variance  from  the  purposes 
evidenced  by  the  results  they  have  brought  about.  Nowhere 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract  we  are  construing  is  the  Gulf 
Compress  Company  obligated  to  continue  the  Shawnee  plant 
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in  operation  as  an  active  factor  in  the  cotton  compress  busi- 
ness. Its  machinery  might  lie  idle,  its  industry  cease,  for  all 
the  contract  obligates  them  to  the  contrary.  The  territory 
within  which  the  restriction  on  the  Shawnee  Company  is  to 
operate  is  practically  unlimited.  True,  the  agreement  is  that 
it "  shall  not  directly  or  indirectly  engage  in  the  compression 
of  cotton  within  fifty  miles  of  any  plant  operated  by  the  Ten- 
ant," but,  under  this  clause,  the  Gulf  Company  may  establish 
a  compress  at  any  competitive  point  it  pleases,  and  thereby 
wholly  extinguish  competition  through  those  companies 
bound  by  its  leases;  and  if  with  a  few,  why  not  with  all,  until 
the  logical  outcome  is  the  establishment  of  a  monopoly  of 
that  business  throughout  the  cotton  producing  area,  the  clos- 
ing of  every  avenue  to  competition,  under  leases  identical 
with  that  under  consideration  here. 

The  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error  do 
not  sustain  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  them.  This  case 
does  not  fall  within  that  class  of  cases  where  contracts  have 
been  upheld,  though  the  parties,  by  the  contract,  were  re- 
strained from  carrying  on  the  same  business  for  a  particular 
length  of  time  and  within  a  designated  territory,  but  is  one 
of  that  class  which  depend  for  their  validity  upon  the  situa- 
tion of  the  parties,  the  nature  of  the  business,  the  interests 
touched  by  the  restrictions,  and  the  effect  of  the  contract 
upon  the  rights  and  welfare  of  the  public.  Tested  by  the 
general  principles  applicable  to  contracts  of  this  character, 
this  agreement  is  far  more  extensive  in  its  outlook,  and  more 
onerous  in  its  intent  than  is  necessary  to  afford  a  fair  protec- 
tion to  the  lessee.  And  tested  by  the  same  principles,  be- 
cause of  the  considerations  hereinbefore  mentioned,  it  is 
equally  clear  that  the  obligation  is  in  general  restraint  of 
trade,  opposed  to  public  policy,  and  pursued  to  its  logical 
outcome,  tends  necessarily  to  the  establishment  of  a  monop- 
oly, and  is  therefore,  to  that  extent,  void. 

We  have  examined  numerous  decisions  in  the  investigation 
of  this  subject,  and  believe  that  the  conclusion  we  have 
reached  is  the  one  most  closely  following  the  trend  of  modem 
authority,  and  in  entire  accord  with  the  latest  judicial  expres- 
rioDs  and  enunciations  of  the  principles  governing  such  con- 
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tracts.  In  our  judgment,  not  only  is  the  enterprise  in  which 
the  Gulf  Compress  Company  is  engaged  an  unlawful  one,  as 
now  conducted,  but  the  contract  in  question  in  this  case, 
being  made  to  further  its  objects  and  purposes,  is  void  on 
the  ground  that  is  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  and 
against  public  policy.  Some  of  the  cases  which  construe  con  • 
tracts  of  similar  character  are:  Field  Cordage  Co.  v.  Nafl 
Cordage  Co,^  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  616 ;  Richardson  v.  Buhl  et  al. 
(Mich.)  43  N.  W.  1102,  6  L.  R.  A.  457;  Rakestraw  v.  Lanier 
(Ga.)  30  S.  E.  735,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  154;  Lawrence  v.  Kid- 
der, 10  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  641;  ^Z^A^n  v.  Vreeland  (N.  J.  Ch.)  36 
Atl.  479 ;  Consumers  Oil  Co.  v.  Nunnemaker,  142  Ind.  660,  41 
N.  E.  1048,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  193 ;  Bingham  v.  Maigne,  52  N. 
y.  Super.  Ct.  90;  Thomas  v.  Adm^r  of  Wm.  Miles,  Dec^d,  3 
Ohio  St.  275 ;  yfestem  Wooden  Ware  Ass^n  v.  Starkey  et  ah, 
(Mich.)  47  N.  W.  604, 11  L.  R.  A.  503,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  686; 
Small  V.  Minn.  Electro  Matrix  Co.  et  al,  (Minn.)  47  N.  W. 
797;  Dodge  Stationery  Co.  v.  Dodge  (Cal.)  78  Pac.  879; 
Roberts  v.  LoTnont,  102  N.  W.  (Neb.)  770;  Evans  v.  Am. 
Strawboard  Co.,  114  III.  App.  450;  Texas  Standard  Cotton 
Oil  Co.  V.  Adoue,  19  S.  W.  (Tex.  Sup.)  274, 15  L.  R.  A.  598, 
29  Am.  St.  Rep.  690,  and  many  others.  In  the  case  of  Field 
Cordage  Co.  v.  Nafl  Cordage  co.,  supra,  a  lease  for  a  term 
of  years  was  made  by  a  manufacturing  company  of  the  ma- 
chinery in  the  mill  of  another  like  company,  together  with 
the  latter's  good  will,  but  the  lease  failed  to  make  provision 
for  the  operation  of  the  mill  where  situated,  and  such  lease 
was  held  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade  The  case  of  Rtchardr- 
son  V.  Buhl  et  al.,  above  cited,  involved  the  consideration  of  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  entire  property  of  a  manu- 
facturer of  matches,  it  being  the  policy  of  the  purchasing 
company  to  exact  from  every  seller  a  bond  that  such  manu- 
facturer would  not  for  a  term  of  years  engage  in  or  aid  any 
one  else  in  the  manufacture  of  matches,  "  in  any  place  where 
such  action  might  conflict  with  the  interests  or  diminish  the 
sales,  or  lessen  the  profits  of  the  purchasing  corporation," 
and  in  an  exhaustive  opinion,  Sherwood,  C.  J.,  held  that 
such  contract  was  "  unlawful  and  against  public  policy,  the 
object  being  [319]  to  prevent  competition  and  control  the 
price  of  an  article  of  necessity."    The  contract  construed  in 
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the  case  of  Thomas  v.  AdmCr  of  Wm.  MUes^  supra^  was  simi- 
lar in  itH  provisions  to  the  one  at  bar,  the  seller  binding  him- 
self ^  not  to  enter  into  nor  be  concerned  in  the  kind  of  busi- 
ness which  has  hertofore  been  conducted  or  carried  on  by  the 
said  firm,  or  any  branch  thereof,  within  the  city  of  Cincin- 
nati and  shall  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  any  agency 
established  by  said  firm,  whether  such  agencies  shall  be  lo- 
cated in  Cincinnati  or  elsewhere,"  and  upon  appeal  such 
contract  was  held  to  be  "clearly  opposed  to  public  policy 
and  therefore  void."  Again  in  the  case  of  Dodge  Stationery 
Co.  V.  Dodge^  aupraj  under  a  statute  almost  identical  with 
oars,  excepting  from  the  general  operation  of  the  law  as  to 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  those  concerning  the  selling  of 
good  will  of  the  business,  it  was  held  that  a  contract  by  a 
vendor  of  stock  in  a  corporation,  binding  him  not  to  engage 
in  the  line  of  business  conducted  by  the  corporation,  is  void. 
And  that  occurs  in  the  case  at  bar,  since  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  the  Shawnee  Compress  Company,  and  its  officers 
"  individually  and  collectively  "  bound  the;nselves  not  to  en- 
gage in  the  compress  business  in  a  territory  practically  un- 
limited. See,  also,  Santa  Clara  Vol.  M.  dk  L,  Co,  v.  Hayes^ 
76  CaL  387, 18  Pac.  391,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  211 ;  Paciiic  Factor 
Co.  v.  Adler^  90  Cal.  110,  27  Pac.  36,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  102; 
Craft  v.  McConoughy^  79  111.  346,  22  Am.  Rep.  171 ;  Clancy 
V.  Onondaga  Fine  Salt  Co.,  62  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  395;  Amot  v. 
Pittson,  etc.,  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  558,  23  Am.  Rep.  190 ;  Cen- 
tral Ohio  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthin,  35  Ohio  St.  666;  Shute  v. 
Beath,  42  S.  E.  (N.  C.)  704;  Slaughter  v.  Coal,  etc.,  Co.,  47 
S.  E.  247,  65  L.  R.  A.  342, 104  Am.  St.  Rep.  1013. 

In  view  of  the  evidence  in  the  record  before  us,  we  can  not 
judicially  determine  that  any  portion  of  the  lease  contract 
involved  in  the  case  at  bar  would  unquestionably  have  been 
entered  into,  regardless  of  the  two  provisions  hereinbefore 
quoted,  and  herein  held  unlawful ;  hence,  the  entire  contract 
must  faD.  Western  Wooden  Ware  Ass'^n  v.  Starkey  et  al, 
(Mich.)  47  N.  W.  604, 11  L.  R.  A.  503,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  686; 
Bishop  V.  Palmer,  16  N.  E.  (Mass.)  299,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  339; 
Wilson's  Ann.  Sts.  §  767.  In  view,  then,  of  the  evident  pur- 
poses of  the  leasing  company,  as  indicated  by  its  plan  of 
orgtniaition,  its  abundant  available  treasury  stock,  its  con- 
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trol,  together  with  the  Atlanta  Company,  of  52  compresses 
scattered  at  various  points  over  the  Southern  states,  the  area 
affected,  the  unlimited  operation  of  the  restraining  clause, 
the  general  situation  and  the  interests  concerned,  considera- 
tions of  public  welfare  and  regard  for  the  public  interests  in 
the  communities  affected,  require  us  to  hold  that  this  lease 
is  wider  in  scope  and  more  restrictive  ii(  operation  than  nec- 
essary for  the  proper  protection  of  the  Gulf  Compress  Com- 
pany in  its  lease,  and  being  executed  in  furtherance  of  a 
monopolistic  design  inimical  to  the  best  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic is  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  and  therefore  void. 

In  view  of  the  conclusion  we  have  reached  upon  the  second 
assignment  of  error,  discussion  of  the  remaining  questions 
urged  would  serve  no  good  purpose. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  the  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  is  reversed,  and  this  cause  is  hereby  remanded  to  the 
district  court  of  Pottawatomie  county,  with  instructions  for 
that  court  to  render  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  below 
in  conformity  with  this  opinion  and  the  prayer  of  their 
amended  petition. 

BuRWELL,  J.,  who  tried  the  case  below,  not  sitting.  All 
other  justices  concurring 
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(Circuit  CJourt,  W.  D.  Virginia.    March  20,  1907.) 

[151  Fed.  Rep.  819.] 

Tbade-Marks  and  Tbade-Names — Suit  fob  Unfair  Competition — Db- 
FENSES. — ^The  claim  that  a  conveyance  by  one  manufacturing  cor- 
poration to  another  of  all  Its  property,  Including  Its  trade-marks, 
trade-names,  brands,  and  labels,  contains  a  provision  In  violation 
of  the  Anti-Trust  Law  of  the  United  States,  is  not  available  as  a 
defense  by  another  manufacturer  when  sued  for  infringement  or 
unfair  competition  in  respect  to  a  trade-mark,  brand,  or  label, 
where  It  is  shown  that  the  same  has  been  contln-  [820]  uously  used 
by  the  grantee  as  Its  own,  since  a  time  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  the  alleged  Infringement  or  unfair  Imitation.^* 

[Ed.  Note. — ^Unfair  competition,  see  notes  to  Scheuer  t.  Muller, 
20  C.  C.  A.  165;  Lare  et  al,  v.  Harper  d  Bros.,  30  C.  C  A.  376.] 

o  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1908,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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Samx— Uhfaib    CSomfetition — Simulation    of    Dress. — Complainant 
and  its  predecessors  in  business  from  about  1880  made  and  sold  a 
brand  of  plug  tobacco  known  as  "Schnapps/*  and  In  1894  com- 
menced placing  upon  the  plugs  tin  tags  of  rhomboid  shape,  and 
having  a  dark  background  with  the  word  "  Schnapps "  thereon  In 
red  letters  slanting  backward,  which  tag,  as  shown  by  the  evidence, 
was  novel  and  distinctive.    During  the  following  12  years  nearly 
800,000,000  of  such  tags  were  used,  and  also  several  millions  of 
advertisements,  hangers,  etc.,  were  sent  out  having  thereon  pictures 
of  such  tag  which  came  to  be  known  throughout  the  Southern 
states  as  the  distinctive  mark  of  the  Schnapps  brand.    Many  of  the 
retail  customers  were  unable  to  read,  but  identified  complainaBt*8 
tobacco  entirely  by  the  tag,  and  the  size  and  shape  of  the  plug 
Later  defendant  put  upon  the  market  a  cheaper  grade  of  tobacco 
in  plugs  of  the  same  size  and  shape,  and  with  tags  thereon  of  the 
same  size,  shape,  style,  and  colors ;  the  only  difference  being  in  the 
name  which  was  "  Traveller  **  instead  of  "  Schnapps,"  which  dif- 
ference could  not  be  distinguished  at  a  short  distance.    The  evi- 
dence sbowed  that  the  simulation  was  Intended  to,  and  did  in  fact, 
deceive    castomers  who   intended   to   buy   complainant's   product. 
Held,  that  such  simulation  constituted  unfair  competition  and  en- 
titled complainant  to  an  injunction. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  46,  Trade-Marks 
and  Trade-Names,  I  81.] 

In  Equity. 

Frank  F.  Reed^  for  complainant. 

Caskie  and  Coleman^  for  defendant. 

Pritchabd,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  suit  was  instituted  in  March,  1906,  and  seeks  to  enjoin 
the  defendant  from  unfair  and  fraudulent  competition. 
Both  the  complainant  and  defendant  are  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacturing  smoking  and  chewing  tobacco,  the 
complainant  at  Winston-Salem,  N.  C,  and  the  defendant  at 
Lynchburg,  Va.  Complainant  is  a  corporation  created  under 
the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  and  the  defendant  is  a  Virginia  cor- 
poration. The  sum  or  value  in  controversy  exceeds  $2,000, 
exclusive  of  cost  and  interest.  In  1880  Richard  J.  Reynolds, 
then  a  manufacturer  of  plug  tobacco,  originated  a  formula 
or  recipe,  selected  the  name  "  Schnapps  "  as  the  trade-mark 
or  trade-name  for  the  product,  and  placed  his  article  upon 
the  market  under  that  style.    R.  J.  Reynolds  was  succeeded 
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in  businessin  1888  by  K  J.  Reynolds  &  Co.,  a  copartnership, 
composed  of  R.  J.  Reynolds,  William  N.  Reynolds,  and 
Henry  Roan.  In  1890  the  copartnership  was  converted  into 
the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina,  and 
this  company,  in  1899,  sold  out  to,  and  was  succeeded  by,  the 
R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the  com- 
plainant The  copartnership  and  corporations  in  each  in- 
stance acquired  the  plant,  assets,  property,  good  will,  trade- 
names, trade-marks,  trade-dress,  recipes,  and  trade-rights  of 
the  predecessor,  announced  succession,  preserved  the 
Schnapps  formula  as  a  trade-secret,  and  continued  the  manu- 
facture of  the  brand  at  the  same  place,  and  in  substantially 
the  same  way  under  the  general  conduct  and  supervision  of 
the  originator  of  both  the  business  and  [821]  brand.  Prior 
to  1894,  Schnapps  had  been  marketed  with  the  tag  in  various 
designs.  In  that  year  a  new  and  theretofore  unused  style  of 
tag  was  gotten  up,  and  from  that  date  employed  for  the  tag, 
consisting  of  a  narrow  tin  rhomboid,  exhibiting  a  dark  brown 
or  black  background  with  the  word  "  Schnapps "  imprinted 
thereon  in  red  back-slanting  letters.  Two  or  three  such  tags, 
one  for  each  cut,  are  placed  upon  each  plug,  and  are  the  only 
badges  or  marks  of  origin  or  identification  attached  to  the 
tobacco  and  accompanying  it,  usually  seen  by  the  consumer. 
The  plugs  with  the  tags  attached  are  packed  in  the  usual  way 
in  boxes  or  caddies  which  bear  the  name  and  address  of  the 
maker,  and  an  enlarged  reproduction  of  the  tag  upon  the 
sides  and  ends.  In  retail  stores,  where  the  tobacco  is  sold  to 
users,  the  caddies  are  usually  unheaded  and  placed  in  show 
cases  or  rear  shelves  where  but  little  of  the  letter  press 
thereon  is  visible,  but  where  the  general  appearance  of  the 
tag  can  be  seen ;  and  from  such  caddies  the  retailer  passes  out 
the  plugs  or  cuts  to  the  buyer.  The  market  for  this  brand 
embraces  the  Southern  states.  The  brand  has  been,  especially 
since  181)4,  extensively  advertised  by  signs,  hangers,  posters, 
and  circulars,  which  usually  have  reproduced  on  an  enlarged 
scale  the  peculiar  identifying  tag.  About  $1,000,000  have 
been  expended  in  advertising  the  brand  of  tobacco  called 
'  Schnapps."  The  sales  have  reached  11,500,000  pounds 
annually.     The  consumers  are  largely  colored  and  white 
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people  unable  to  read.  The  tag  is  thoroughly  associated  with 
and  in  the  minds  of  users,  and  identifies  the  product  of  com- 
plainant, directly  or  indirectly,  by  signifying  the  thing  de- 
sired. Beginning  in  1902,  after  defendant's  infringement 
started,  indented  letters  were  used  for  the  Schnapps  tag,  and 
to  some  extent  advertised  as  identifying  the  genuine  product. 
Six  years  after  Schnapps  was  well  established  and  known, 
and  the  peculiar  features  of  the  tag  associated  and  identified 
with,  and  relied  upon  as  a  badge  of  origin,  defendant,  a 
rival  plug  tobacco  manufacturer,  with  knowledge  of  the  facts 
relative  to  Schnapps  came  upon  the  market  with  a  new  brand 
styled  "  Traveller,"  and  employed  a  tag  of  same  dimension, 
shape,  and  color,  and  the  word  "  Traveller  "  inscribed  thereon 
in  red  back-slanting  letters.  The  plugs  of  tobacco  are  identi- 
cal in  shape,  size,  color,  and  weight  with  complainant's ;  have 
the  tag  afiixed  in  the  same  places  and  numbers,  and  are 
packed  in  boxes  and  caddies  of  the  same  sizes.  The  shapes, 
sizes,  and  colors  of  plugs,  number  of  cuts,  and  places  of  tags, 
method  of  packing,  and  sizes  and  shapes  of  boxes,  are  com- 
mon to  the  trade.  Traveller  tobacco  is  inferior  in  quality,  is 
sold  to  the  trade  for  a  le55s  price  than  the  brand  of  complain- 
ant known  and  designated  as  "Schnapps,"  and  sold  to  the 
consumer  for  the  same  prices,  and  is  not  advertised  to  any  ex- 
tent It  is  exposed  for  sale  and  sold  in  the  same  way  and  to 
the  same  class  of  consumers,  and  in  the  same  markets  as 
Schnapps. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  complainant  that  the  defendants'  sales- 
men are  requested  to  suggest  to  retail  dealers  that  the  "  Trav- 
eller "  brand  can  be  substituted  for  "  Schnapps  "  with  greater 
profit ;  and  this  has  been  done,  and  is  being  done.  It  is  also 
insisted  that  it  is  shown  by  the  testimony  that  the  defend- 
ants at  the  suggestion  of  a  customer  by  the  name  of  Tom 
Morton,  of  Tennessee,  adopted  the  size,  color  of  tag.  etc., 
and  color  of  letterpress  to  enable  such  substitution  and  pass- 
ing off  of  the  [822]  Traveller  brand  of  tobacco;  that  the 
defendants'  salesmen  had  deliberately  and  methodically  rep- 
resented to  retail  dealers  that  by  similarity  of  the  label 
**  Traveller  **  brand  could  be  palmed  off  on  buyers  as 
**  Schnapps  ^ ;  that  the  imitation  is  calculated  and  does  de- 
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oeive  buyers;  that  the  defendants  have  been  repeatedly 
and  cautiously  warned,  but  have  refused,  to  desist  their  con- 
duct; that  although  the  imitation  tag  has  been  on  the  mar- 
ket for  four  or  five  years,  it  is  only  within  the  last  18 
months  that  it  has  been  actively  urged  or  pushed  and  that 
it  was  not  until  after  the  institution  of  this  suit  that  the 
fraudulent  inception  of  Traveller  was  ascertained  by  com- 
plainant. The  injunction  sought  is  to  stay  the  use  in  the 
manufacture,  packing,  and  distributing  of  plug  tobacco,  con- 
taining a  tag  identical  or  like  that  of  complainant,  or  the 
tag  used  by  defendants  of  the  same  style  or  color,  style, 
color,  or  arrangement  of  letterpress,  calculated  to  enable 
or  of  enabling  the  plug  tobacco  of  the  defendants  to  be  sub- 
stituted and  passed  off,  and  sold  as  the  plug  tobacco  of  com- 
plainant. It  is  not  claimed  that  the  Traveller  brand  is  an 
infringement  of  the  Schnapps  brand  as  a  trade-mark  or 
trade-name.  This  is  a  suit  to  enjoin  unfair  and  fraudulent 
competition  in  trade.  It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  defend- 
ants that  there  is  a  want  of  title  to  the  Schnapps  brand  and 
tag,  because  of  a  stipulation  in  the  conveyance  from  the 
R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina  to 
the  complainant,  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  upon  the  ground  that  the  contract  in  question 
contains  a  clause  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  or  trade, 
and  therefore  void. 

The  amended  bill  of  complaint  shows  the  inception  of  the 
business  in  1880  by  Richard  J.  Reynolds,  its  transfer  in 
1888  to  R.  J.  Reynolds  &  Co. ;  the  succession  in  1890,  of  the 
R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina,  and  the 
acquisition  of  the  business  by  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco 
Company  of  New  Jersey  in  1899.  These  averments,  which 
are  practically  unchallenged  by  the  answer,  save  that  the 
legality  or  the  validity  of  the  conveyance  from  the  North 
Carolina  Company  to  the  New  Jersey  Company  is  denied  as 
violative  of  the  anti-trust  act,  are  amply  sustained  by  the 
conveyances,  of  which  copies  are  annexed  to  the  affidavit 
of  Richard  J.  Reynolds  as  exhibits  1  to  11,  inclusive.  Ex- 
hibit 1.  Copartnership  articles,  dated  January  2,  1888,  be- 
tween Richard  J.  Reynolds,  W.  N.  Reynolds,  and  Henry 


BBTKOLD6  TOBACCO  CO.  i;.  ALUBK  BB06«  TOBACCO  CO.    1S9 

Opinion  of  tbe  OosvC. 

Roan;  the  former  retaining  the  ownership  of  all  brands. 
Exhibit  2.  Articles  of  incorporation  of  B.  J.  Reynolds  To- 
baooo  Conaipany  of  North  Carolina,  dated  February  11, 1890, 
showii^  K.  J.  £eynolds,  W.  N.  Reynolds,  and  Henry  Roan, 
taking  all  the  shares  of  stock.    Exhibit  3.  Deed  from  R.  J. 
Reynolds  to  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobaeco  Company  of  North 
Carolina,   conveying  the  factory,  fixtures,  furniture,  and 
brands.    Exhibit  5.  Articles  of  incorporation  of  R.  J.  Rey- 
nolds Tobacco  Company  of  New  Jersey  dated  April  8, 1899. 
Exhibit  6.  Resolution  of  stockholders  of  R.  J.  Reynolds  To- 
bacco Company  of  North  Carolina,  authcHizing  the  direc- 
tors to  sell  and  convey  as  of  March  21,  1899,  the  good  will, 
basineas,  trade-marks,  brands,  patents,  trade-secrets,  proc- 
esses, fc^mulas,  bills  and  accounts  receivable,  real  estate, 
factory,  plant,  machinery,  and  aU  assets  and  property  of  the 
North  Carolina  Company  to  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco 
Company  of  New  Jersey.    Exhibit  7.  Resolutions  [823]  of 
board  of  directors  of  North  Carolina  Company  April  10, 
1899,  authorizing  such  transfer.    Exhibits  8  and  9.  Deeds 
of  factory  from  R.  J.  Reynolds  and  North  Carolina  C<»n- 
pany  to  New  Jersey  Company,  dated  January  30,  and  April 
11,  1899.     Exhibit  10.  General  conveyance  April  11,  1899, 
from  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina 
and  its  stockholders,  to  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  ccmveying  the  tobacco  manufacturing  business 
of  vendor  as  a  going  concern  with  all  good  will,  personal 
property,  chattels,  trade-marks,  trade-names,  brands,  labels, 
copyrights,  trade-secrets,  etc.,  and  all  property  effects,  assets, 
and  estate  of  vendor.    Ammig  the  registered  brands  sched- 
uled as  "  Schnapps."    Exhibit  11.  Separate  transfer,  dated 
April  11,  1899,  of  registered  trade-marks  and  brands,  enu- 
merating Schnapps  as  registered  April  22, 1884.    The  defend- 
ant seeks  to  show  that  the  complainant  is  not  the  legal  owner 
of  the  Schnai^  tag,  and,  in  support  of  this  contention,  it  is 
insisted  that  the  conveyance  from  the  North  Carolina  Com- 
pany to  tbe  New  Jersey  Company  is  violative  of  the  Anti- 
Trost  Act 

In  order  to  sustain  tiie  proposition  contended  for  by  de- 
fendants, it  must  first  Appear  that  the  contract  is  in  restraint 

1(W70*— S.  I>oa  Ul,  62-1,  vol  8 ^10 
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of  trade,  and  it  must  also  appear  that  it  is  in  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce  or  trade.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held 
that  a  clause  of  this  description  in  a  conveyance  of  property 
which  includes  good  will,  trade-marks,  trade-secrets,  and 
letters  patent,  is  perfectly  valid,  and  not  in  restraint  of  trade 
at  all,  and  clearly  a  clause  of  this  character  does  not  so 
directly  affect  interstate  trade  or  commerce  as  to  be  within 
the  statute,  even  if  it  were  in  restraint  of  trade.  The  ques- 
tions thus  sought  to  be  raised  do  not  apply  in  a  suit  of  this 
character.  While  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
amply  shows  that  the  contract  entered  into  between  the  R.  J. 
Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina  and  the 
R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  New  Jersey  in  1599, 
is  not  in  violation  of  the  anti-trust  act,  at  the  same  time,  it 
is  admitted  that  the  complainant  is  in  the  possession  of  the 
trade-mark  ^^  Schnapps,"  and  the  label,  and  that  it  has  been 
in  possession  of  the  same  for  a  long  time  under  color  of  title 
and  right.  It  necessarily  follows  that  it  is  in  the  rightful 
possession  of  the  same.  It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that,  as 
against  a  trespasser,  possession  of  the  premises  is  sufficient. 
The  tag  which  is  asked  to  be  protected  having  been  adopted 
in.l894,  while  the  trade-mark  Schnapps  was  owned  by  the  R.  J. 
Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina,  and  it  appear- 
ing that  all  of  the  business  and  assets  have  been  transferred  to 
complainant,  this  would  be  sufficient  without  a  specific  as- 
signment of  the  trade-mark  to  give  complainant  a  perfect 
title  to  all  rights  pertaining  to  the  tag.  Pillshury  v.  Pills- 
burt/'Washbum  F.  Mills  Co.,  64  Fed.  841,  12  C.  C.  A.  432; 
Prince  Co.  v.  Prince  Co.,  57  Fed.  938,  6  C.  C.  A.  647;  Kidd 
V.  Johnson^  100  U.  S.  617,  25  L.  Ed.  769 ;  Hoxie  v.  Chaney^ 
143  Mass.  592,  10  N.  E.  713,  58  Am.  Rep.  149.  The  evi- 
dence  shows  that  Schnapps  tag  has  been  constantly  used  and 
employed  since  April,  1899,  by  complainant  and  such  use 
was  long  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Traveller  tag.  It  thus 
appearing  that  the  North  Carolina  Company  has  ceased  to 
use  the  Schnapps  tag,  under  these  circumstances  the  com- 
plainant acquired  title  to  the  same  independent  of  any  con- 
veyance that  may  have  been  [824]  made  to  it  by  the  North 
Carolina  Company.  Baking  Powder  Co.  v,  Raymond 
(C.  C.)  70  Fed.  376,  two  cases. 
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The  conrt  will  now  consider  the  question  whether  the 
adoption  of  the  Schnapps  tag  in  shape,  size,  and  color  of 
same  were  in  combination  new,  peculiar,  and  distinctive. 

The  verified  bill  of  complaint  on  page  6,  among  other 
things,  aUeges: 

"  In  the  year  1894,  whUe  the  said  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company 
of  North  CaroUna  was  the  owner  and  proprietor  of  said  business,  and 
was  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  exploitation,  and  sale  of  plug  to* 
bacco  under  said  secret  formula  and  recipe  at  said  plant  and  places 
and  employing  the  said  trade-mark  and  trade-name  thereon,  said 
R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North  Carolina  did  devise,  and 
thereforth  use  and  employ,  in  connection  with  said  trade-mark  and 
trade-name,  Schnapp,  a  new,  peculiar,  original,  and  theretofore  un- 
used  tag  exhibiting  a  new,  peculiar,  original  and  theretofore  unused 
form  and  combination  of  color,  shape,  and  size,  and  color,  and  style 
of  letterpress,  wherein  the  word  '  Schnapp '  was  printed  in  red  back- 
slanting letters  upon  a  veiy  dark  or  black  tin  tag  of  rhomboidal  form. 
Said  form  of  letterpress,  and  color  of  type,  and  color  and  form  of  tag 
were  new,  original,  striking,  and  distinctive,  and  not  theretofore  used 
or  employed  upon  or  in  connection  with  plug  tobacco." 

B.  J.  Reynolds  says  in  his  affidavit : 

**  When,  in  1884,  the  Schnapp  tag  was  changed  and  the  present  style 
adopted,  this  style,  so  far,  as  I  then  knew,  or  now  know,  was  abso- 
lutely new  and  original.  I  had  been  selling,  manufacturing  and  deal- 
ing In  plug  tobacco  at  that  time  for  a  period  of  over  20  years,  and  was 
well  posted  as  to  the  style  of  tags  employed.  Prior  to  that  time,  I 
never  saw  or  heard  of  a  tag  of  this  description ;  that  is,  an  elongated 
lozenge  or  parallelogram,  with  slanting  ends,  dark  background,  and 
the  name  of  the  brand  in  red  letters  inscribed  thereon.  This  tag  was 
devised  for  the  express  purpose  of  identifying  and  distinguishing  the 
manufactnre  of  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Ck>mpany,  and  from  the 
beginning  was  extensively  advertised  for  that  very  purpose." 

W.  V.  Birchfield,  after  stating  that  he  has  known  the 
Schnapps  brand  for  12  or  14  years,  says : 

"The  tag  in  its  present  form  was  adopted  in  1894.  When  I  first 
became  acquainted  with  the  brand,  it  was  new  and  distinctive,  and  I 
cannot  remember  of  ever  having  seen  anything  like  It  on  plug  tobacco." 

Tom  Morton,  who  has  been  in  the  tobacco  business  in  the 
South  since  1889,  and  is  familiar  with  brands,  says : 

**  When  I  first  saw  the  Schnapps  tag,  it  was  to  me  new,  peculiar,  and 
distinctive  in  shape  and  colors,  and  was,  so  far  as  I  know,  new  and 
peculiar  to  the  B.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company.** 
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W.  Z.  Stultz  says : 

"  I  am  well  acquainted  with  the  Schnapps  brand,  and  knew  It  prior 
to  1894,  when  the  present  form  of  label  was  adopted.  So  far  as  I 
kBOw,  the  combination  of  shape  of  label,  color  of  label,  and  color  and 
slant  of  letters,  was  new  and  original." 

George  P.  Cornell,  Jr.,  says : 

''I  have  known  Schnapps  brand  since  about  1894.  In  1894  a  new 
tag  of  the  present  form  was  adopted.  Prior  to  that  time  I  never  saw 
a  similar  tag." 

R.  TJ.  Falkner  says: 

**That  the  present  form  of  Schnapps^  when  adopted  in  1894,  was 
new  and  original,  and  affiant  had  never  seen  anything  like  it  before.** 

[8261  W.  T.  Brown,  of  Brown  Bros.  Company,  is  familiar 
with  plug  tobacco  brands  and  has  known  Schnapps  since  its 
appearance  on  the  market,  and  knew  of  the  new  tag  adopted 
in  1894,  and  says: 

**  That  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  and  placing  upon  the  market  of 
the  present  Schnapps  tag,  its  design  and  combination  of  shape,  color, 
and  color  of  letters  a  distinctiv^y  original  and  new  tag.** 

Greo.  T.  Brown,  president  of  Brown  &  Williamson  Tobacco 
Company,  of  Winston-Salem,  N.  C.,  who  has  been  manufac- 
turing and  selling  plug  tobacco  in  Southern  states  for  12 
years,  and  who  has  known  the  brand  Schnapps  since  put  on 
the  market  says: 


"  The  tag  adopted  in  1894,  was  in  design  and  combination  of  shape, 
color,  and  color  of  letters,  new  and  original." 

E.  M.  Bohannon,  of  Winston-Salem,  has  been  a  manufac- 
turer and  seller  of  plug  tobacco  in  the  South  for  18  years 
and  has  known  Schnapps  from  its  origin,  gives  the  same 
evidence  as  to  the  newness  and  originality  of  the  Schnapps 
tags.  W.  A.  Whitaker,  of  Winston-Salem,  who  has  made 
and  sold  plug  tobacco  for  25  years,  says  the  same  thing.  So 
do  J.  P.  Taylor,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Taylor  Bros.,  manu- 
facturers, and  C.  D.  Ogden,  of  Ogden  Hill  &  Co.,  both  of 
Winston-Salem,  after  an  experience  as  a  manufacturer  of 
plug  tobacco  of  25  years'  duration.  The  peculiar  and  dis- 
tinctive tag  for  Schnapps  has  been  extensively  advertised 
and  used,  and  is  now  thoroughly  associated  with  and  identifies 
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the  B.  J.  Be3^oldB  Tobacco  Company's  prodttct  Bill  of 
complamt  (page  96)  affidavit  of  Richard  J.  Reynolds,  and 
exhibits  Uiereto.  The  evidence  shows  that  over  783,676^24 
tags  have  been  used  upon  the  plugs  sold  since  1894.  This 
advaliaement  and  association  of  the  peculiar  and  distinctive 
tag  as  a  badge  of  identification  is  stated  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint, and  abundantly  sustained  by  the  proof. 
R.  J.  Reynolds  aays: 

"It  is  safe  to  say  that  slfice  the  adoption  of  the  new  form  of 
Schnapps  tag  In  1894,  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  North 
Carolina  and  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  of  New  Jersey,  has 
expended  the  sum  of  $tfiOOfiOO  in  adyertislng  Schnapps  tobacco,  of 
which  sum  the  adyertising  matter  which  reproduced  the  Schnapps 
tag.  During  the  same  period  83,773,776  pounds  of  Schnapps,  bearing 
783,676,524  tags,  have  been  sold.*' 

The  exhibits  of  advertising  matter  reproducing  the  1894 
Schnapps  tag  are  exhibit  13,  May  6, 1901,  50,000  copies ;  Ex- 
hibit 14,  May  15, 1901,  25/)00  copies;  Exhibit  15,  August  17, 

1901,  50,000  copies;  Exhibit  16,  March  20,  1902,  100,000 
copies;  Exhibit  17,  store  signs,  showing  caddies  and  tag; 
April  19,  1902,  50,000;  October  8,  1902,  50,000;  Exhibit  18, 
April    11,    1902,    20,000    copies;    Exhibit    19,    July    19, 

1902,  50,000  copies;  October  16,  1902,  50,000;  February 
2,  1903,  100,000;  April  6,  1903,  50,000;  Exhibit  20,  June 
20,  1903,  50,000  copies;  August  19,  1903,  50,000  copies;  Ex- 
hibit 21,  November  14,  1908,  42,000  copies;  Exhibit  22, 
April  20,  1904,  100,000  copies;  Exhibit  23,  February  16; 
1904,  100,000  copies;  Exhibit  24,  January  30,  1904,  500,000 
copies;  Exhibit  25,  April  30,  1904,  100,000  copies;  Exhibit 
26,  before  1900;  Exhibit  27,  before  1900;  Exhibit  28,  issued 
1901;  Exhibit  29,  prior  to  1900;  Exhibit  30,  issued  in  1898 
or  1899;  [8261  Exhibit  31,  issued  several  year^  since;  Ex- 
hiUt  32,  1895  or  1896;  Exhibit  33,  issued  in  1901.  These 
sigDB  and  hangers  were  distributed  all  over  the  South.  In 
1899,  Exhibit  34,  showing  Schnapps  tag  <m  cover  was  exten- 
sively distributed.  In  March,  1903,  Exhibit  35,  a  pamphlet, 
dnywing  lag  reproduction  was  issued  to  the  extent  of  1,000,- 
000  copies.  Keeping  in  mind  the  enormous  sales,  and  that  all 
of  the  mass  of  advertisement  was  of  a  permanent  character, 
and  hung  up  in  public  places,  and  that  the  prominent  and 
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striking  features  were  in  most  instances  of  advertising,  and 
in  all  instances  of  sales,  the  tag  itself,  it  necessarily  follows 
that  the  tag,  original,  individual,  and  peculiar,  became 
closely  associated  with  the  product  in  the  minds  of  buyers. 

W.  y.  Birchfield  says  that  the  tag  from  its  adoption  has 
served  to  identify  the  tobacco,  and  adds : 

"  From  tbe  earliest  date  of  my  experience,  the  people  Identified  the 
product  by  the  peculiar  shape  and  style  of  this  tag.  I  know  there  are 
thousands  of  people  in  my  territory  who  chew  Schnapps,  and  identify 
it  by  the  shape  and  color  of  the  tag  without  being  able  to  read  the 
word  Schnapps." 

Tom  Morton,  after  stating  that  he  has  noticed  throughout 
the  South  for  a  great  number  of  years  the  advertisements 
reproducing  the  tag,  says: 

"  Beyond  question  this  peculiar  tag  is  thoroughly  identified  with  and 
identifies  and  designates  the  tobacco  of  the  Reynolds  Ck>mpany,  and 
the  people  rely  on  the  shape,  color,  and  arrangement  and  the  general 
appearance  of  the  tag  as  identltying  that  tobacco,  as  well  as  the  word 
'  Schnapps '  itself.  This  is  particularly  true  of  many  of  the  consumers 
of  plug  tobacco.  Of  these  a  great  many  are  ignorant  people  who  can- 
not read,  and  who  depend  upon  not  the  printed  name,  but  simply  the 
general  appearance  of  the  tag  as  identifying  the  tobacco  aedced  for.*' 

W.  Z.  Stultz  says: 

'^I  know  that  this  label  in  its  general  appearance  is  thoroughly 
identified  with  the  Schnapps  brand  of  tobacco,  and  is  reUed  upon  by 
purchasers  as  identifying  the  thing  that  they  want" 

Greo.  p.  Cornell,  Jr.,  says: 

"  I  know  that  the  people  rely  on  the  general  appearance  of  this  tag 
as  identifying  the  goods." 

In  order  to  properly  determine  the  merits  of  this  contro- 
versy, it  is  well  to  understand  what  it  takes  to  constitute 
unfair  and  fraudulent  competition  in  trade.  The  complain- 
ant seeks  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from  the  use  of  a  tobacco 
tag  known  and  designated  as  "Traveller,"  whidi  it  alleges 
has  been  used  by  the  defendant  in  an  unfair  and  fraudulent 
manner  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  plug  tobacco.  The 
title  of  complainant  to  the  Schnapps  tag  is  clearly  estab- 
lished, as  will  appear  by  the  statement  of  facts  in  this  cause. 
It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  Geo.  T.  Brown,  Wm.  T. 
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Brawn,  F.  M.  Bohannan,  W.  O.  Whitaker,  J.  B.  Taylor,  and 
C.  D.  Ogbum,  rival  manufacturers,  and  not  all  interested  in 
the  result  of  this  suit,  Without  exception,  state  that,  owing  to 
the  extensive  reproduction  of  the  tag  in  advertising  Schnapps 
brand  and  tag  it  had  become  generally  understood  on  the  part 
of  the  public  as  well  as  dealers  that  the  Schnapps  brand  was 
and  is  associated  and  identified  as  the  product  of  the  R.  J. 
Reynolds  Tobacco  C!ompany.  [827]  The  extensive  advertis- 
ing of  this  particular  brand,  and  the  familiarity  with  the  tag 
on  the  part  of  the  public,  and  the  further  fact  that  complain- 
ant's goods  are  known  and  identified  thereby,  will  be  pre- 
sumed in  law  from  the  undisputed  facts  shown  by  the  testi- 
mony as  to  extensive  advertising,  long  use,  and  extensive  sale. 
The  New  Englmid  Awl  Co.  v.  Marlborough  Awl  Co,^  168 
Mass.  154,  46  N.  E.  386,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  877,  was  a  suit  for 
the  protection  of  a  bronze  colored  box.  The  court,  among 
other  things  ruled : 

''The  report  states  that  It  did  not  appear  whether  or  not  any  pur- 
chaser of  awls  had  learned  to  recognize  the  plaintilTs  awls  by  the 
appearance  of  the  pacicages.  This  cannot  mean  more  than  ttiat  there 
was  no  direct  testimony  to  that  effect  But  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
liad  used  the  combination  since  1885,  and  largely  since  1893,  is  enough 
to  raise  a  presumption  in  its  favor.  McAndrevo  v.  Bassett,  4  De  Gex. 
J.  &  S.  380." 

It  appearing  that  the  Schnapps  style  of  label  is  identified 
with  complainant's  product  and  that  it  has  a  trade  or  sec- 
ondary meaning,  it  will  in  equity  be  protected  from  imita- 
tion. The  theory  upon  which  the  ruling  in  cases  like  this  is 
based  is  that  where  one  adopts  a  means  of  advertising,  new 
and  peculiar,  and  has  extensively  advertised  and  used  the 
same  for  a  considerable  period  of  time  that  he  thereby  be- 
comes the  owner  of  the  good  will  and  particular  trade  in 
which  he  is  engaged  and  no  one  can  legally  by  fraud  or  false- 
hood deprive  him  of  the  proprietary  interest  thus  acquired, 
and  it  being  made  to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
that  the  right  thus  acquired  is  being  interfered  with  by  trick, 
artifice,  fraud,  or  falsehood  by  those  who  come  in  competi- 
tion with  him  in  the  sale  of  his  product,  a  court  of  equity 
will  by  injunction  prevent  such  interference  upon  the  ground 
that  it  constitutes  unfair  and  fraudulent  competition  in  trade. 
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The  following  cases  clearly  establish  the  principle  that  if  a 
manufacturer  has  adopted  a  new,  peculiar  and  distinctive 
label,  for  the  purpose  of  designating  his  goods,  and  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  he  has  used  it — ^his  goods  being  identified 
by  it — a  court  of  equity  will  restrain  another  party  from 
adopting  and  using  a  similar  label  arranged  so  as  to  miskad 
purchasers  who  exercise  ordinary  care  in  the  purchase  of  such 
articles. 

In  Morrison  v.  Casey  9  Blatchf.  648,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,845, 
in  speaking  of  the  name  and  figure  of  a  star  employed  in  con- 
nection with  shirts,  it  was  said : 

*'  Though  this  derice  or  mark  is  in  part  arbitrary  and«  to  that  ex- 
tent»  would  have  no  natural  or  necessary  significance  in  that  connec- 
tion with  the  article  manufactured,  apart  from  its  use  in  that  connec- 
tion, yet,  by  such  use  of  the  plaintiffs'  in  connection  with  their  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  these  articles,  it  has  become  well  known  to  the 
trade,  and  has  come  to  be  taken  by  dealers  as  a  peculiar  designation 
by  which  the  plaintiffs'  goods  are  distinguished  in  the  marlcet.  It  Is 
therefore,  both  in  its  character  and  use,  when  taken  together,  a  law- 
ful trade-mark.  It  has  long  been  employed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  well 
understood,  by  dealers  and  the  public,  as  designating  such  articles  of 
their  manufacture." 

In  Anhevrser-Busch  Brewing  Ass^n  v.  Clarke  (C.  C.)  26 
Fed.  410,  it  was  said  in  reference  to  a  red  diagonal  band  or 
label  used  upon  a  bottle  of  beer: 

"  The  general  rule  of  law  applicable  to  this  case  is  that,  if  a  manu- 
facturer has  applied  a  peculiar  and  distinctive  label  to  designate  his 
goods,  and  has  [8281  so  used  it  that  his  goods  are  identified  by  it,  a 
court  of  equity  will  restrain  another  party  from  adopting  and  uaing 
one  so  similar  that  its  use  is  likely  to  lead  to  confusion  by  purchasers 
exercising  the  ordinary  degree  of  caution  which  purchasers  are  in  the 
habit  of  exercising  with  respect  to  such  goods.  McLean  v.  Fleming, 
96  U.  S.  245,  24  L.  Ed.  828.  The  complainant's  affidavits  show  that 
the  complainant  was  the  first  to  use  for  bottled  beer  a  label  with  a 
diagonal  red  band,  with  the  name  of  the  kind  of  beer  appearing  In 
white  letters  on  the  red  band,  and  that  he  had  been  habitually  using 
this  label  for  two  years.  The  label  is  very  noticeable  and  distinctive ; 
one  by  reason  of  the  diagonal  red  band.  The  result  of  the  effect  upon 
the  eye  from  seeing  a  number  of  bottles  is  that  it  is  a  beer  labeled 
with  a  diagonal  red  band,  and  the  more  frequently  one  sees  it  the 
more  this  one  effect  is  deepened.  It  does  appear  altogether  probable 
that  a  consumer  who  has  been  accustomed  to  getting  bottles  labeled 
with  complainant's  label  would  more  and  more  rely  on  the  diagonal 
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red  band  as  Its  disttnctl^  marie,  and  would  be  likely  to  accept  the  re- 
spondent's beer  with  his  diagonal  label  on  It  as  supplying  what  he  was 
In  the  habit  of  getting.  Th»e  Is  nothing  In  the  differences  In  the 
labels  calculated  to  counteract  this;  and,  I  ttili^  It  is  a  strong  case 
of  a  similarity  likely  to  deceive." 

In  Hires  Co.  v.  Consumers  Co.^  100  Fed.  809,  41  C.  C.  A, 
71,  where  the  defendant  had  first  adopted,  advertised,  and 
used  for  root  beer  a  certain  form  of  bottle,  it  was  said: 

"It  was  proven  that  the  complainant's  root  beer  was  principally 
known  to  and  recognized  by  consumers  from  the  peculiar  form  of 
bottle.  It  was  this  distinguishing  feature  which  caught  the  eye,  and 
abided  prominently  In  the  memory.  Indeed,  the  court  below  declared 
In  Its  opinion  that  the  changes  made  by  the  defendant  in  its  label 
tended  to  deceive,  'when  taken  In  connection  with  the  shape  of  the 
bottle,'  thus  clearly  recognizing  the  fact  that  the  form  of  the  bottle 
employed  was  an  effective  factor  In  the  deception  practiced." 

In  case  of  Elffin  National  Watch  Co.  v.  IlUnais  Watch 
Co.,  179  U.  S.  665,  21  Sup.  Ct.  270,  45  L.  Ed.  865,  where  the 
controTersy  was  over  the  word  **  Elgin  ^  as  a  trade-mark,  it 
was  held  incapable  of  protection  as  a  trade-mark,  but  the 
court  declared: 

"  But  when  an  alleged  trade-mark  is  not  In  Itself  a  good  trade-mark, 
yet  the  use  of  the  word  has  come  to  denote  the  imrticular  manufac- 
turer or  vendor,  relief  against  unfair  competition  or  perfidious  deal- 
ing will  be  awarded  by  requiring  the  use  of  the  word  by  another  to 
be  confined  to  Its  primary  sense  by  such  limitations  as  will  prevent 
misapprehension  on  the  question  of  origin.  In  the  latter  class  of  cases 
such  circumstances  must  be  made  out  as  wlU  show  wrongful  Intent 
In  £act,  or  justify  that  Inference  from  the  Inevitable  consequences  of 
the  act  complained  of.  Lawrence  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Tennessee 
Mfg.  Co.,  138  U.  S.  537,  11  Sup.  Ct.  396,  34  L.  Ed.  097 ;  Coats  v.  Jf er- 
rick  Thread  Co.,  149  tJ.  S.  562,  13  Sup.  Ct.  966,  37  L.  Ed.  847 ;  Singer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  June  Mfg.  Co.,  168  U.  8.  169,  16  Sup.  Ct  1002,  41  L. 
Ed.  lis." 

In  Walter  Baker  <Sb  Co.  v.  Puritan  Pure  Food  Co.  (C.  C.) 
189  Fed.  680,  it  is  said : 

"Evidence  has  been  Introduced  to  show  that  complainant  has  con- 
stantly used  Us  trade-mark  or  emblem  since  about  1875,  and  at  enor- 
nwuB  expense  has  thus  advertised  its  product  In  the  leading  news* 
papers  and  periodicals  published  throughout  the  United  States  and 
Canada.  As  a  natural  result  thereof,  complainant's  appropriation,  not 
only  attracted  the  atto&tlon  of  the  public  generally,  but  was  the 
Bieans  ot  Identification  of  Its  chocolates  and  cocoa  by  the  consumer. 
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That  sncfa  chocolate  and  cocoa  is  frequently  purchased  and  designated 
by  the  buyers  as  '  the  cocoa  with  the  picture  of  the  woman  or  girl,*  or 
'  the  chocolate  with  the  picture  of  the  lady,'  is  abundantly  established 
by  the  evidence.  Hence,  it  cannot  be  successfully  controverted  that 
complainant's  chocolate  and  cocoa,  irrespective  of  the  words  *  Walter 
Baker  &  Ck).'  printed  upon  [829]  the  labels,  became  and  were  dis- 
tinctly Imown  and  identified  by  its  trade-marlc.  The  full  enjoyment 
of  such  reputation  and  means  of  identification  by  complainant  is  un- 
mistakably entitled  to  protection.  The  fact  that  its  product  is  also 
Imown  or  identified  by  the  name  of  'Baker,'  or  'Walter  Baker's 
Chocolate  or  Ck)Coa,'  is  not  material.  The  purchaser  is  entitled  to 
receive  the  commodity  which  he  desires  and  intends  to  buy,  although 
other  persons  may  Imow  it  by  different  marks  of  Identification  or 
accessories." 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Seabury  <&  Johnson  (N.  J.  Ch.) 
61  Atl.  5,  it  is  said : 

"  Every  case  of  this  class  must  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  facts 
in  each,  having  in  mind  the  rights  of  the  public  as  well  as  those  of  the 
partlea  In  the  case  under  consideration  the  complainant,  by  con- 
spicuous and  continued  use  of,  and  by  extensively  advertising  its  goods 
under,  the  red  cross  symbol,  so  impressed  the  public  that  it  came  to 
rely  upon  the  red  cross  as  indicating  complainant's  goods,  and  to  look 
upon  the  red  cross  symbol  as  an  indicia  of  origin ;  and  from  this  grew 
the  habit  of  the  consumer,  when  desiring  complainant's  goods,  to  call 
for  '  Red  Cross  Cotton,'  as  in  a  similar  manner  was  supplied  the  word 
'Angostura '  in  Seigert  v.  Finlaier,  7  Ch.  Div.  801,  so  that,  by  the  act 
of  the  public  these  words  became  the  usual  designation  of  the  article, 
which  the  court  will  protect.  Levy  v.  WaUt,  61  Fed.  1008,  1011,  10 
C.  a  A,  227,  25  L.  R.  A.  190." 

The  Schnapps  brand  is  not  claimed  by  complainant  to  be  a 
trade-mark,  nevertheless  complainant  is  entitled  to  protection 
against  any  imitative  device  or  style  of  dress  which  enables 
the  substitution  of  another's  product. 

In  the  case  of  Shaver  v.  Heller  c6  Merz  Go.^  108  Fed.  826, 
48  C.  C.  A.  48,  66  L.  R.  A.  8T8  (Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
Eighth  Circuit),  Judge  Sanborn,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  in  discussing  this  proposition,  among  other 
things,  said : 

"Another  proposition  of  counsel  for  the  appeUants  is  that  the 
appellee  has,  and  can  have,  no  proprietary  interest  in  the  word 
*  American,'  or  in  its  exclusive  use ;  and  therefore  it  is  entitled  to  no 
injunction  to  restrain  its  use  by  another.  But  an  ownership,  and  an 
interest  in  the  means  by  which  a  fraud  or  wrong  is  al>out  to  be 
committed  are  not  efsential  to  the  maintenance  of  a  suit  to  «3join 
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Its  perpetratiim.  A  title  to  the  property  about  to  be  injured  is  Buffl- 
dent.  One  gathers  the  seeds  of  pernicious  weeds,  and  threatens  to 
sow  them  on  the  field  of  his  neighbor.  The  latter  has  no  proprietary 
interest  in  the  seeds;  but  he  owns  the  field,  and  the  crop  it  is  pro- 
dndog,  and  these  fbets  are  sufllcient  to  warrant  any  court  in  granting 
him  summary  relief  by  injunction  against  the  threatened  injury.  The 
appellants  scatter  throughout  the  land  fbr  the  purpose  of  deceiving 
the  public  and  diverting  to  thems^ves  the  trade,  'custom,  and  the 
good  will  of  the  appellee,  words  and  names  which  convey  false  state- 
ments that  the  goods  they  are  selling  were  made  by  the  Heller  &  Merz 
Company.  That  company  has  no  property  in  the  words  or  in  the 
means  by  which  this  fraud  is  committed,  but  it  owns  the  good  will — 
the  custom — ^whlch  the  ffeilse  and  fraudulent  use  of  these  words  and 
names  injures  and  destroys;  and  its  proprietary  interest  in  this  good 
will  is  ample  to  warrant  the  court  in  enjoining  its  destruction  by  the 
fraud.  The  contention  of  counsel  for  the  appellants  here  is  a  con- 
fosion  of  the  basis  of  two  classes  of  suits — ^those  for  infringements  of 
trade>marks»  and  those  for  unfair  competition  in  trade  Suits  of  the 
former  class  rest  on  the  ownership  of  the  trade-marka  Suits  of  the 
latter  class  are  founded  upon  the  damage  to  the  trade  of  the  com- 
plainants by  the  fraudulent  passing  of  the  goods  of  one  manufacturer 
for  those  of  another.  In  the  former,  title  to  the  trade>marks  is  indis- 
poisBble  to  a  good  cause  of  action ;  in  the  latter,  no  proprietary  inter- 
eit  in  the  words,  names,  or  means  by  which  the  fraud  is  perpetrated 
is  requlBlte  to  maintain  a  suit  to  eojoln  it  It  is  sufllclent  that  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  the  custom — the  good  will — of  a  business,  and 
that  this  good  will  is  injured,  or  is  about  to  be  injured,  by  the  [880] 
palming  off  of  the  goods  of  another  as  his.  Lee  v.  Haley,  5  Ch.  App. 
155 ;  Flour  MUls  Co,  v.  Eagle,  86  Fed.  608,  30  C.  C.  A.  386,  41  L.  R.  A. 
162;  Coats  v.  Thread  Co.,  149  U.  8.  562,  13  Sup.  Ct.  966,  37  L.  Ed. 
847;  Singer  Mfg,  Co.  v.  June  Mfg.  Co.,  163  U.  S.  169,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1002, 
41  L.  fid.  118." 

In  Reddaway  v.  Banham^  13  R.  P.  C.  218,  a  suit  was  insti- 
tuted for  the  purpose  of  securing  protection  for  the  words 
"  Camel  Hair  "  which  were  used  as  the  name  of  belting  which 
constituted  about  60  per  cent,  of  camel  hair.  The  evidence 
in  that  case  showed  that  the  words  ^^  camel  hair  "  had  by  long 
use  by  the  complainant  acquired  a  secondary  meaning  and 
to  signify  his  goods.  The  court,  in  discussing  this  proposi- 
tion, said : 

"I  think  the  fallacy  lies  in  overlooking  the  fact  that  a  word  may 
acquire  in  a  trade  a  secondary  gignification  differing  from  its  pri- 
mary one,  and  that  if  it  is  used,  to  persons  in  the  trade  who  will 
oadentand  it,  and  be  known  and  Intended  to  understand  it  in  its 
noondaty  sense,  it  will  none  the  less  be  a  falsehood  because  in  its 
primary  sense  it  may  be  true.'* 
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And,  in  discnasing  the  doctrine  of  unfair  competition  in 
^rade,  the  court  said : 

"I  have  often  endeavored  what  I  am  going  to  express  now  (and 
probably  I  have  said  It  in  the  same  words,  because  it  is  very  difficult 
to  find  other  words  in  which  to  express  it),  that  is,  that  no  man  is 
entitled  to  represent  his  goods  as  being  the  goods  of  another  oMin; 
and  no  man  is  permitted  to  use  any  mark)  sign  or  symbol,  device  or 
other  means,  whereby,  without  making  a  direct  false  representation 
of  himself  to  a  purchaser  who  purchases  from  him,  he  enables  8u<:h 
purchaser  to  tell  a  lie,  or  to  make  a  false  representation  to  somebody 
else  who  is  the  ultimate  customer." 

In  the  case  of  Coats  v.  Thread  Co.^  149  U.  S.  562, 18  Sup. 
Ct  966,  37  L.  Ed.  847,  it  is  said  : 

"  Th«ne  can  be  no  question  of  the  soundness  of  the  plaintiffs*  propo- 
sition that,  irrespective  of  the  technical  question  of  trade-mark,  the 
defendants  have  no  right  to  dress  their  goods  up  in  such  manner  as 
to  dec^ve  an  intending  purchaser,  and  induce  him  to  believe  diat  he 
is  bu3ring  those  of  the  plaintiffs.  Rivals  manuflactiirers  may  lawfully 
compete  for  the  patronage  of  the  public  in  the  quality  and  price  of 
their  goods.  In  the  beauty  and  tastefulness  of  their  inclosing  packages, 
in  the  extent  of  their  advertising,  and  in  the  employment  of  agents, 
but  they  have  no  right,  by  imitative  devices,  to  beguile  the  public  into 
buying  their  wares  under  the  impression  they  are  buying  those  of 
their  rivals." 

Counsel  for  defendant  cite  the  case  of  Coats  v.  Thread  Co,^ 
149  U.  S.  562,  18  Sup.  Ct.  966,  37  L.  Ed.  847,  in  support  of 
their  contention,  but  a  careful  reading  of  the  same  shows 
that,  instead  of  sustaining  the  views  urged  by  the  defendant, 
it  rather  tends  to  support  the  theory  upon  which  this  suit 
was  instituted.  Counsel  for  defendant  also  rely  upon  the 
case  of  Centaur  Co.  v.  Marshall^  97  Fed.  791, 38  C.  C.  A.  419, 
the  court  said : 

"The  intention  on  the  part  of  an  alleged  infringer  to  Induce  pur- 
chasers through  the  use  of  simulated  trade-mark  or  dress,  to  buy  his 
goods  under  the  belief  that  they  are  another,  furnishes  no  ground  for 
reUef,  unless  the  similarity  between  the  two  trade-marks  is  of  char- 
acter to  convey  a  false  impression  to  the  public  mind,  •  •  •  and 
to  mislead  and  deceive  the  ordinary  purchaser." 

In  that  case  it  was  held  that,  while  there  were  elements 
in  both  labels  that  were  common,  yet  inasmuch  as  there  were 
many  distinguish-  [831]  ing  elements,  and  each  manufacturer 
put  its  name  on  the  labels,  so  that  any  one  who  desired  to 
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look  and  see  could  do  ao,  that  was  sufficient.  Belief  was 
denifid.  It  necessarily  follows  from  tbe  quotation  in  the  ease, 
supra,  if  the  labels  had  been  without  distinguishing  features 
save  the  name  employed,  a  different  conclusion  would  have 
been  reached  by  the  court.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  defendant 
adopted  and  used  a  similated  trade-mark  or  dress  which  was 
calculated  to  convey  a  fake  impression  to  the  public  mind, 
^  and  to  mislead  and  deceive  an  ordinary  purchaser.'' 

Again,  in  the  case  of  Heide  v.  WaUace  <6  Go,  (C.  C.)  129 
Fed.  649,  and  Id.,  185  Fed.  846, 68  C.  C.  A.  16,  relied  upon  by 
counsel  for  defendants.    In  the  former  case,  it  is  said : 

"This  derlce  atamplttg  or  embeflsliig  tbe  monogram  has  been  em* 
ployed  for  tbe  purpose  of  marking  tbeir  goods  by  others  In  the  same 
tnide^  including  tbe  defendants,  fully  as  long,  if  not  longer,  than  tiie 
complalnaiit.'' 

The  language  used  by  the  court  in  the  above  paragraph  is 
sufficient  to  distinguish  that  case  from  the  one  at  bar.  The 
evidence  in  that  case  clearly  shows  that  the  device  employed 
in  marking  the  goods  by  others  than  the  complainant  had 
been  in  use  by  them  as  long,  if  not  longer,  than  the  complain- 
ant Complainant  was,  therefore,  met  at  the  threshold  of  the 
proceeding  with  an  insuperable  barrier  which  he  could  never 
overcome  in  a  suit  of  this  character. 

Again,  referring  to  the  diamond  form  and  lettering,  the 
court  said : 

"  Furtbermore,  except  as  these  so-called  pastilles  are  sold  in  bulk, 
neither  tbe  form  nor  the  lettering  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  pur- 
cbasers  until  they  have  bought  them ;  and  while  both,  no  doubt,  even 
80,  mlgbt  aid  in  an  intended  deception,  it  has  to  be  initially  induced 
and  praeticaUy  accomplished  by  the  outside  of  the  package,  as 
iddrc?iaaoci  to  the  eye  of  the  customer,  which  is  thus  controlling." 

This  is  sufficient  to  differentiate  that  case  from  the  one  at 
bar* 

In  the  case  now  under  ecmsideration,  the  tag  on  the  plug  of 
tobacco  may  be  seen  when  the  purchase  is  made,  and  before 
the  purchaser  asks  for  the  article.  The  court,  in  continuing 
the  discussion,  among  other  things,  said : 

**  The  case.  In  this  view,  is  brought  down  to  the  use  by  the  defend- 
aata  ef  the  words  'Llquorfce  Pastilles,'  and  the  manner  they  have 
tMkm  to  drwH  tbdr  paakacHk" 
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From  this  quotation,  it  appears  that  the  words  "  Liquorice 
Pastilles  "  are  descriptive  and  in  common  use,  and  henoe  no 
right  exclusive  or  otherwise  obtainable  therein;  and  the 
court,  in  conclusion,  said : 

"In  tbe  face  of  this  demonstration.  It  cannot  be  auccessfnlly  con- 
tended that  the  term  '  Liquorice  Pastille/  which  has  been  in  such  long 
and  familiar  use  is  distinctive  of  the  plaintiff's  manufacture." 

The  court  also  said : 

"  It  is  only  when  he  adds  his  name  and  trade-mark  that  we  have 
anything  that  is,  and  these  the  defendants  in  no  way  imitate  Neither 
do  they  the  style  or  coloring  with  which  he  dresses  out  his  package. 
This  is  in  mixed  red  and  blue,  set  off  in  gilt,  with  the  diamond  trade- 
mark prominently  displayed;  while  the  defendant's  package  is  pre- 
dominantly yellow,  with  an  entirely  different  style  of  lettering  in  red, 
shaded  with  white  on  a  black  background,  with  their  name  written 
below." 

[832]  These  statements  taken  from  the  opinion  in  that  case 
fully  differentiate  it  from  the  case  at  bar,  leaving  the  propo- 
sition upon  which  plaintiff  relies  for  relief  in  this  instance, 
not  only  unaffected,  but  to  a  certain  extent  sustained,  there- 
by ;  the  theory  in  that  case  being  that  the  shape  and  size  of 
the  boxes  were  common  to  the  trade,  and  not  susceptible  of  a 
monopoly.  It  was  also  held  that  the  boxes  not  being  the 
same  in  coloring  and  marking,  it  was  not  likely  that  a  cus- 
tomer of  ordinary  intelligence  would  be  misled  or  deceived 
thereby. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  where  this  case 
was  heard,  the  court,  among  other  things,  said : 

''There  is  nothing  whatever  to  suggest  an  attempt  to  catch  the 
unwary  purchaser  and  Inveigle  him  Into  taking  the  one  when  he  was 
seeking  the  other,  nor  could  the  most  careless  be  deceived,  except  be 
was  in  reality  unconcerned  as  to  which  he  got" 

The  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  opinion  in  that  case  is 
that,  if  the  colors  of  the  boxes  labeled  by  defendant  had  been 
similar  to  those  of  complainant,  the  complainant  would  have 
been  entitled  to  relief.  The  use  of  distinctive  colors,  together 
with  the  arrangement  upon  the  exterior  of  the  boxes,  and  the 
use  of  the  respective  manufacturers'  names,  were  deemed 
insufficient  by  the  court  to  justify  the  relief  sought,  upon  the 
theory  that  the  name  ''  Pastille,"  and  size  of  the  packages 
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were  old  and  known  to  the  trade,  and  the  use  of  the  same 
was  a  right  that  was  common  to  all  persons  engaged  in  the 
mercantile  business.  How  different  are  the  facts  in  the  case 
at  bar.  Here,  we  have  a  tag  which  has  been  adopted  and 
used  by  the  complainant  consisting  of  a  peculiar  background, 
the  use  of  the  word  ''  Schnapps  "  on  slanting  letters,  and  the 
tag  being  rhomboid  in  shape.  This  tag,  as  stated,  has  been 
extensively  advertised  throughout  the  country,  and,  as  a 
result  of  which,  has  become  identified  with  the  particular 
grade  of  tobacco  sold  by  complainant,  and  has  been  used 
by  the  public  to  such  an  extent  that  such  brand  has  estab- 
li^ed  a  reputation  by  virtue  of  the  means  thus  employed  to 
identify  and  advertise  the  same.  The  evidence  shows  con- 
clusively that  the  B.  J.  Beynolds  Tobacco  Company  con- 
ceived the  idea  of  placing  upon  the  market  a  certain  grade 
of  tobacco  stamped  with  the  word  ^^  Schnapps  "  as  a  means 
of  identifying  and  advertising  the  same.  It  appears  that 
about  $1,000,000  have  been  expended  by  this  company  in 
advertising  this  particular  product;  as  a  result  of  which, 
it  has  become  well  known  and  identified  as  a  particular  brand 
of  diewing  tobacco. 

While  the  elements  taken  as  a  whole  constitute  entirely  new 
and  distinct  features  unknown  to  the  trade  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  this  particular  brand,  at  the  same  time,  the  dif- 
ferent elements  thus  combined,  when  considered  separate 
and  distinct  the  one  from  the  other,  do  not  constitute  an  ele- 
ment new  and  unknown  to  the  trade.  Therefore,  it  is  the 
result  of  the  combination,  letterpress,  background,  color,  size 
and  form  of  tag  which  give  to  the  label  of  complainant  fea- 
tures that  are  separate,  new,  and  distinctive  and  which  were 
unknown  to  the  trade  at  the  time  of  its  adoption.  The  prin- 
ciple invoked  by  complainant  is  well  defined,  and  is  gov- 
erned by  a  long  line  of  decisions  intended  to  secure  fair  and 
impartial  dealings,  among  those  who  may  seek  to  place  their 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  on  the  market. 

[883]  The  evidence  of  Tom  Morton,  residing  at  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  is,  that  while  he  was  engaged  in  selling  the  product 
of  the  defendant  that  the  brand  of  Traveller  was  adopted 
solely  with  the  view  of  enabling  the  defendant  to  find  a 
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ready  market  for  this  kind  of  tobacco  whidi  the  defendant 
at  that  time  was  exceedingly  anxious  to  introduce  as  a  new 
brand  of  tobacco.  The  testimony  of  this  witness  shows  that 
it  was  agreed  that  a  tag  should  be  used  of  the  same  size,  oolor 
of  background,  type,  and  peculiar  slant  of  letters  as  that 
of  Schnapps  brand,  the  only  difference  being  that  the  word 
'^  Traveller  "  instead  of  ^^  Schnapps  "  was  to  be  used  on  the 
new  brand. 

The' question  involved  in  this  controversy,  not  only  affected 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  but  the  public  alsa  The  public,  as 
well  as  individuals,  is  entitled  to  protection  trom  those,  who 
by  unfair  means  and  methods  sedc  to  palm  off  an  artiele 
which  is  not  what  it  is  represented  to  be.  The  evidence 
shows  conclusively  that  the  brand  known  as  ^^  Traveller  "  is 
an  inferior  grade  of  tobacco,  sold  at  wholesale,  at  a  much  less 
price  per  pound  than  the  Schnapps  brand.  The  adoption  of 
the  Traveller  brand  enabled  the  defendant  to  secure  an  undue 
advantage  over  the  Schnapps  brand  in  that  it  was  enabled  to 
offer  to  unscrupulous  dealers  a  cheaper  grade  of  tobacco 
which  was  to  all  appearances  of  the  same  grade  as  Schnapps, 
labeled  with  a  tag  so  similar  thereto  as  to  deceive  the  puUic 
into  purchasing  the  same,  believing  it  to  be  tiie  genuine 
Sdmapps  brand  of  tobacco.  The  cheajmess  of  the  grade, 
and  the  similarity  of  this  brand  both  as  to  shape,  size,  and 
lettering,  made  it  possible  for  the  defendant  by  these  means 
to  engage  in  unfair  and  fraudulent  competition  by  which  it 
could  ultimately  drive  its  competitor  out  of  the  market.  The 
adoption  of  this  peculiar  device  by  the  defendant  enabled  it 
to  offer  a  persuasive  argument  to  the  retail  dealer  by  point- 
ing out  to  him  the  fact  that  here  was  a  brand  of  tobacco; 
the  plug  of  which  was  of  the  exact  shape,  size,  and  color,  as 
that  of  the  Schnapps  brand,  and  that  the  brand  thereon 
similar  in  shape,  size,  color  of  background,  and  lettering, 
and  which  could  be  placed  upon  the  market  at  a  cheaper 
price  than  the  Schnapps  brand,  and  in  this  way  supplanting 
the  Schnapps  brand  by  selling  what  appeared  to  be  the  same 
tobacco  at  a  much  cheaper  price. 

It  is  insisted  by  complainant  that  most  of  this  brand  of 
tobacco  was  consumed  in  conmiunities  where  ignorant  white 
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ind  colored  persons,  who,  being  unable  to  read,  relied  solely 
on  the  general  appearance  of  the  brand  and  size  of  the  plug; 
but  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  this  is  really  not  the  true 
test,  and  does  not  deem  it  necessary  if  such  were  so,  to  make 
the  application  in  this  instance,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
similarity  of  the  brands  are  such  that  the  Traveller  brand 
is  calculated  to  deceive  any  one  of  ordinary  intelligence  who 
mig^t  desire  to  purchase  the  Schnapps  brand.  By  placing 
plugs  of  the  Schnapps  and  Traveller  brands  of  tobacco  along 
side  each  other  in  a  storeroom  with  such  light  as  stores 
usually  have,  at  a  distance  of  six  or  eight  feet  (the  distance 
usually  intervening  between  the  place  where  tobacco  is  placed 
on  the  shelves,  and  the  position  occupied  by  customers), 
and  without  a  magnifying  glass,  it  would  be  a  physical  im- 
possibility  for  an  expert  reader  to  distinguish  the  one  from 
the  other. 

[884]  We  know  by  observation  that  the  average  pur- 
diaser  of  tobacco  rarely  ever  takes  time  to  examine  the  brand 
on  tobacco  before  removing  the  same.  The  rush  incident  to 
the  great  amount  of  business  that  is  now  being  transacted 
throughout  the  country  renders  it  quite  impossible  for  the 
average  man  to  take  time  to  closely  scrutinize  the  brands 
which  may  be  littached  to  a  particular  piece  of  tobacco  which 
he  may  purchase.  Therefore,  the  public  has  come  to  rely 
mainly  upon  the  well-established  brands  for  almost  every 
article  purchased,  and  is  entitled  to  receive  the  same  free 
from  deception  and  fraud.  Common  honesty,  public  policy, 
and  every  consideration  of  fair  dealing,  demand  that  the 
public  should  be  protected  in  this  respect.  This  peculiar 
brand  of  tobacco,  having  been  so  thoroughly  advertised  by 
all  manner  of  devices,  through  the  public  press,  bill  posters, 
and  cards,  has  become  so  thoroughly  identified  as  the  product 
of  the  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  that  one  who  de- 
sires to  purchase  this  particular  product  relies  exclusively  on 
the  first  impression  he  gains  when  looking  at  a  caddy  of  plug 
tobacco,  and  does  not  stop  to  critically  examine  the  same  in 
order  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  a  fraud  is  being  practiced 
upon  him. 

10870'— 8.  Doc.  lU,  6^1,  vol  8 ^U 
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That  the  meaius  emplojeil  by  the  <lef endant  at^  sudi  as  to 
mislead  those  who  may  desire  to  purchase  the  Schnapps 
brand  of  tobacco  cannot  be  doubted;  and  it  beij^  furth^ 
shown  that  the  public  ha^  been  misled  by  the  meiana  thus 
employed,  and  inasmuch  as  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
the  Tiaveller  brand  was  adopted  with  the  intent  of  entering 
into  unfair  and  fraudulent  competition  with  the  eomplain- 
ant,  the  relief  demanded  will  be  granted. 


IN  RE  CHARGE  TO  GRAND  JURY. 

(District  Oonrt,  B.  D.  Georgia.    Fel>ruery  7,  1907.) 

OSi  ITed.  Bep.,  88^] 

GoMMEBCE — Regulation  bt  Congbesb — Intebstatk  Commkboe  De- 
fined.— "Interstate  commerce"  comprehends  intercourse  for  the 
purposes  of  trade  in  any  and  all  of  its  forms,  including  transporta- 
tion, purchase,  sale,  and  ezduiDge  of  commodities  between  the  ctti- 
sens  of  different  states;  and  if  any  Commercial  transaction  riches 
an  entirety  in  two  or  more  states,  and  if  the  parties  deallag  with 
reference  to  that  transaction  deal  from  different  states,  then  the 
whole  transaction  is  a  part  of  the  interstate  commerce  of  the  United 
States,  and  subject  to  regulation  by  Congress  under  the  Ck)nsti- 
tiition.o 

[Ed.  Note.— For  eases  In  point,  see  Gent.  Dig.  vol.  10,  Ck>mmerGe, 
if  1-5.] 
Monopolies — Gomhinations  in  Rbstbaint  ov  Intsbstaxb  Oommebgb. — 
The  essentials  of  a  contract  or  combination  or  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  such  trade  or  commerce,  inhibited  by  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S. 
CkMnp.  St  1901,  p.  3200],  discussed  in  a  charge  to  a  grand  Jury. 

(Bd.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  toI.  86,  Monopolies, 
If  &-14.] 

Alexander  Akerman,  Asst.  Dist.  Atty.,  for  the  United 
States. 

Samuel  B.  Adams,  George  W.  Owens^  and  Walter  O. 
Charlton,  for  defendants. 

« Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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SnsBR,  District  Judge.  Gkntlemea  of  the  grand  jury:  I 
am  mformed  by  the  district  attorney  that  the  most  important 
matter  lor  your  consideration  at  this  term  is  an  alleged 
vialatiim  of  what  is  known  [836]  as  the  ^^ Anti-Trust  Law." 
These  laws  in  the  United  States  are  but  the  evolution  of  the 
ancient  laws  of  our  law-loving  race  against  those  monopolies 
whidi  oppress  the  people.  Monopolies  are  equally  obnoxious 
to  the  philosophy  of  Thomas  Jefferson  and  of  Sir  Edward 
Coke.  The  shibboleth  of  the  former,  ^^  equal  rights  to  all 
and  special  privileges  to  none,"  is  often  heard.  The  latter, 
some  850  years  ago,  denounced  them  in  a  definition,  which 
may  be  well  considered  by  modem  jurists  and  modern  juriea 
Said  that  great  English  lawyer : 

A  monopoly  la  en  Inatitntlon  or  allowance  to  any  person  or  persons, 
bodies  poUtic  or  Incorporate,  of  or  for  the  sole  buying,  selling,  making, 
working,  or  using  anyttilng,  whereby  any  person  or  persons,  bodies 
politic  or  corporate,  are  sought  to  be  constrained  of  any  freedom  or 
liberty  that  they  had  before,  or  hindered  in  their  lawful  trade. 

A  more  modern  definition  of  a  trust  declares  it  to  be  ^'  any 
compact  between  two  or  more  persons  or  corporations,  affect- 
ing any  article  or  commodity  of  which  the  public  must  have 
a  constant  supply,  the  intent  and  direct  tendency  of  such  an 
arrangement  being  the  creation  of  a  scarcity  or  the  enhance- 
ment of  the  price." 

The  efforts  of  the  people  of  this  country  to  protect  them- 
selves a^inst  the  injurious  results  of  such  trusts  and  combi- 
nations have  lasted  now  for  many  years.  This  is  true  of  con- 
stitutional as  of  statutory  law.  Modern  state  Constitutions 
of  Illinois,  Arkansas,  California,  Colorado,  Georgia,  Massa- 
diuaetts,  Nebraska,  Pennsylvania,  Texas,  and  West  Virginia 
have  provisions  on  the  general  subject.  These  provisions  are 
usually  held  to  be  merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law; 
that  is,  the  law  of  our  forefathers  which  has  come  down  to 
us  from  ^^  the  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not 
to  the  contrary."  Monopolies  first  began  in  a  large  way  to 
betray  their  injustice  to  the  masses  of  the  people  in  the  reign 
of  Queen  Elizabeth.  From  the  historian  Hume  we  learn  that 
her  active  reign  had  given  occasion  for  distinguished  serv- 
ices on  the  part  of  many  of  her  subjects.    Her  revenues  did 
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not  permit  her  to  adequately  compensate  them.  She  there- 
fore granted  her  servants  and  courtiers  the  privileges  or 
patents  of  certain  monopolies.  These  they  sold  to  others,  who 
were  thereby  enabled  to  raise  commodities  to  what  price  they 
pleased,  and  to  put  ^^  invincible  restraints  upon  all  commerce, 
industry,  and  emulation  in  the  arts."  ^^  It  is  astonishing  to 
consider,"  said  the  historian,  ^^  the  number  and  importance  of 
those  commodities  which  were  thus  assigned  over  to  pat- 
entees. Currants,  salt,  iron,  powder,  cards,  calfskins,  fells, 
pouldavies,  ox-shin  bones,  train  oil,  lists  of  doth,  potashes, 
anise  seeds,  vinegar,  seacoals,  steel,  aqua  vitae,  brushes,  pots, 
bottles,  saltpeter,  lead,  accidences,  rudiments  of  grammar, 
oil,  calamine  stone,  oil  of  blubber,  glasses,  paper,  starch,  tin, 
sulphur,  the  silicate  of  zinc,  new  drapery,  dried  pilchards, 
transportation  of  iron  ordnance,  of  beer,  of  horn,  of  leather, 
importation  of  Spanish  wool,  of  Irish  yarn :  these  are  but  a 
part  of  the  conunodities  which  had  been  appropriated  to 
monopolists.  When  this  list  was  read  in  the  House,  a  mem- 
ber cried,  *  Is  not  bread  in  the  number  ? '  *  Bread  ? '  said  every 
one  with  astonishment.  *  Yes,  I  assure  you,'  replied  he.  '  If 
affairs  go  on  at  this  rate,  we  shall  have  bread  reduced  to  a 
monopoly  before  next  Parliament.' "  Had  this  earnest  par- 
liamentarian lived  in  the  present  day,  he  would  [886 J  have 
heard  much  talk  of  what  are  termed  the  "  biscuit  trust,"  the 
"beef  trust,"  the  "sugar  trust,"  and  perhaps  other  trusts, 
which  deal  with  nutritious  commodities  essential  to  the  health 
and  indeed  to  the  existence,  of  mankind. 

Those  monopolists  of  Elizabeth's  time  were  so  exorbitant 
in  their  demands  that  in  some  places  they  raised  the  price  of 
salt  from  16  pence  a  bushel  to  14  or  15  shillings.  Such  high 
profits  naturally  begat  intruders  upon  their  commerce,  and, 
in  order  to  secure  themselves  against  encroachments,  the 
patentees  were  armed  with  high  and  arbitrary  powers  from 
the  council,  by  which  they  were  enabled  to  oppress  the  peo 
pie  at  pleasure,  and  to  exact  money  from  such  as  they  thought 
proper  to  accuse  of  interfering  with  their  patent.  And, 
while  all  domestic  intercourse  was  thus  restrained,  lest  any 
scope  should  remain  for  industry,  almost  every  species  of 
foreign  commerce  was  confined  to  exclusive  companies,  who 
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bought  and  sold  at  any  price  that  they  themselves  thought 
proper  to  offer  or  exact  It  was  inevitable  that  such  special 
privileges  should  provoke  vigorous  protest  from  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  people  in  Parliament.  Accordingly  a 
bill  was  proposed  by  Mr.  Lawrence  Hyde,  entitled  ^'An  act 
for  the  explanation  of  the  common  law  in  certain  cases  of 
letters  patent"  The  term  ^^  patent,"  it  must  be  understood, 
was  there  significant  of  a  grant  for  a  monopoly,  and  did  not 
have  the  modem  signification.  Francis  Bacon,  who  after- 
wards became  Lord  Yerulam  and  Viscount  St.  Albans,  and 
not  Lord  Bacon,  as  he  is  generally  called,  whom  Pope  de- 
clared ^^  the  wisest,  brightest,  meanest,  of  mankind,"  made 
haste  to  exclaim : 

"Ab  to  the  prerogatlye  royal  of  the  prince,  for  my  own  part,  I  ever 
allowed  of  It;  and  It  is  such  as  I  hope  will  never  be  discussed.  The 
Qaeen,  as  she  Is  our  sovereign,  hath  both  an  ^ilarglng  and  restraining 
power.  •  •  •  With  regard  to  monopolies  and  such  lilce  cases,  the 
case  hath  ever  been  to  humble  ourselves  unto  her  majesty,  and  by 
petition  desire  to  have  our  grievances  remedied,  especially  when  the 
remedy  touched  her  so  nigh  In  point  of  prerogative.  I  say,  and  I  say 
It  again,  that  we  ought  not  to  deal,  to  Judge,  or  meddle  with  her 
majesty's  prerogative.  I  wish,  therefore,  every  man  to  be  careful  of 
this  business.'* 

Others  spoke  warily  on  the  same  line,  for  the  imperious 
character  of  good  Queen  Bess  was  well  known.  Some  men 
of  higji  courage  spoke  plainly.    Mr.  Montague  said : 

*«The  matter  is  good  and  honest,  and  I  like  this  manner  of  pro- 
ceeding by  bill  weU  enough  In  this  matter.  The  grievances  are  great, 
and  I  would  note  only  unto  you  thus  much,  that  the  last  Parllam^it 
we  proceeded  by  way  of  petition,  which  had  no  successful  effect" 

Mr.  Francis  More  said : 

^I  know  the  Queen's  prerogative  Is  a  thing  curious  to  be  dealt 
withal;  yet  aU  grievances  are  not  comparable.  I  cannot  utter  with 
my  tongue,  or  conceive  with  my  heart,  the  great  grievances  that  the 
town  and  country,  for  which  I  serve,  suffereth  by  some  of  these 
m4Miopolie8L  It  bringeth  the  general  profit  into  a  private  hand,  and 
the  end  of  aU  this  is  beggary  and  bondage  to  the  subjecta  We  have 
a  law  for  the  true  and  faithful  currying  of  leath^.  There  is  a 
patent  sets  all  at  liberty,  notwithstanding  that  statute.  And  to  what 
porpose  is  it  to  do  anything  by  act  of  ParUament  when  the  Queen  wiU 
undo  the  same  by  her  prerogative?  Out  of  the  spirit  of  humiliation, 
Kr.  Speaker  I  do  speak  it,  there  la  no  act  of  hers  that  has  been 


160  Ua  FBDBBAL  BEPOBTBB,  819. 

Oluirge  to  tbe  Orand  Jury. 

or  is  more  derogatory  to  {887  )  lier  own  majesty,  more  odtoos  to  tile 
subject,  more  dangeroos  to  tbe  commonwealth,  than  tbe  granting  of 
these  monopolies." 

Mr.  Martin,  with  eTen  higher  spirit,  declared : 

"  I  do  speak  for  a  town  that  grieves  and  pines,  for  a  conntry  that 
groaneth  and  languisheth,  under  the  burden  of  monBtroas  and  uncon- 
scionable substitutes  to  the  monopolitans  of  starch,  tin,  cloth,  oil, 
vinegar,  salt  and  I  know  not  what ;  nay,  what  not  I 

*'The  princi palest  commodities,  both. of  my  town  and  country,  are 
engrossed  into  the  hands  of  these  blood-suckers  of  the  commonwealth. 
If  a  body,  Mr.  Speaker,  being  left  blood,  be  left  still  languishing  with- 
out any  remedy,  how  can  the  good  estate  of  that  body  still  remain? 
Svch  is  the  state  of  my  town  and  country ;  the  traffic  is  taken  away, 
the  inward  and  private  commodities  are  taken  away,  and  dare  not  be 
used  without  the  license  of  these  monopolitana  If  these  blood-suckers 
be  stin  let  alone  to  suck  up  the  best  and  princlpalest  commodities 
which  the  earth  there  hath  given  us,  what  will  become  of  us,  from 
whom  the  fruits  of  our  own  soil  and  the  commodities  of  our  own  labor, 
which,  with  the  sweat  of  our  brows,  even  up  to  the  knees  in  mire  and 
dirt,  we  have  labored  for,  shall  be  taken  by  warrant  of  supreme  au- 
thority, which  the  poor  subject  dare  not  gainsay.* 


>» 


Notwithstanding  the  objurgations  of  her  subjects,  Elisa- 
beth, by  wheedling  and  cajoling  tiiem  in  a  maimer  not  alto- 
gether unfeminine,  succeeded  in  maintaining  the  monopolies 
m  behalf  of  her  favorites,  and  at  the  expense  of  her  people. 
It  was  not  until  the  reign  of  her  successor,  James  I,  that  re- 
lief to  the  people  was  afforded.  In  the  first  Parliament  of 
this  King,  a  Committee  of  Grievances  was  appointed,  of 
which  Sir  Edward  Coke  was  the  chairman,  and  it  is  doubt- 
less ascribable  to  the  labors  of  this  great  lawyer  that  the 
English  statute  was  enacted,  which  to  Uiis  day  stands  in  all 
its  original  vigor  among  the  laws  of  England.  Of  this  act 
against  monopolies  our  own  anti-trust  law  is  intended  to  be 
the  equivalent,  as  affecting  all  matters  to  which  the  legisla- 
tive and  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  may  extend. 
The  heart  of  man  to-day  is  much  the  same  as  in  the  days  of 
Elizabeth  and  James.  The  greed  and  avarice  of  the  powerful 
sometimes  take  little  thought  of  th€  losses  they  entail  on 
others  not  so  powerful.  Not  only  do  such  combinations  tend 
to  destroy  all  healthy  rivalry  and  competition  among  those 
who  purchase  or  sell  the  products  of  the  people,  but  they 
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little  reck  tke  misdrks  and  destitation  inflicted  on 
the  producers  themselves,  the  stories  of  whose  lives  are  often 
txM  m  the  short  and  simple  annals  of  the  poor. 

like  the  Parliament  of  England^  tbe  Congress  of  the 
United  States  has  enacted  the  present  laws  prohibiting  mod- 
em combinations  in  restraint  of  trade.  These  are  not  the 
result  of  patents  granted  by  a  partial  monarch,  but  they  are 
the  outgrowth  of  far-reaching  schemes,  planning  combina- 
tions to  seize  a  suitable  occasion  to  oppress  by  unlawful  com- 
pacts the  many  for  the  aggrandizement  and  enrichment  of 
the  few.  The  law  finds  its  authority  in  the  power  of  Ckm- 
gress  granted  by  the  Constitution  to  regulate  c<Hnmeree  with 
foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  states.  ^  The  power 
to  regulate,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  his  dissenting  opin- 
ion, in  United  States  v.  E.  0.  Knight  Company^  1S6  U.  S.  20, 
15  Sup.  Ct  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325,  "  is  the  power  to  prescribe  the 
rule  by  which  the  subject  regulated  is  to  be  governed.  It  is 
one  that  must  be  exercised,  whenever  necessary,  through  the 
territorial  linuts  of  the  several  states.  The  power  [838]  to 
make  these  regulations  ^  is  complete  in  itself,  may  be  exercised 
to  its  utmost  extent,  and  acknowledges  no  limitations  other 
than  are  prescribed  in  the  Constitution.'  It  is  plenary  be- 
cause vested  in  Congress  '  as  absolutely  as  it  would  be  in  a 
single  government  having  in  its  constitution  the  same  restric- 
tioiia  on  tbe  exercise  of  the  power  as  are  found  in  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States.' " 

It  may  be  exercised,  said  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  Gib- 
bong  V.  Ogdenj  9  Wheat  (U.  S.)  1,  6  L.  Ed.  23,  "  whenever 
the  subject  exists."    Said  Mr.  Justice  Johnson  in  the  same 


"Tbe  pewer  te  ragBlate  cmnmerce  carries  with  It  the  whole  gab«> 
ject,  leaving  nothing  for  the  state  to  act  upon,  ,and«  If  there  was  anj 
one  object  riding  over  every  other  in  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution, 
it  was  to  keep  commercial  intercourse  among  the  states  free  from  aU 
insidious  and  partial  restralnta  In  aU  commercial  regulations  we 
tie  one  and  the  same  people*' 

In  Rohbins  v.  Shelby  Taxing  District^  120  U.  S.  489, 7  Sup. 
Ct  592,  30  L.  Ed.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  declared  that 
the  United  States  are  but  one  country,  and  are  and  must  be 
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sabject  to  one  system  of  regulations  in  respect  to  interstate 
commerce. 

In  this  connection  we  may  well  inquire,  what  is  commerce? 
We  are  answered  in  the  lucid  phraseology  of  Chief  Justice 
Marshall: 

"Commerce,  ondoubtedly,  is  traffic,  but  it  is  something  more:  it  Is 
interconrse.  It  does  not  embrace  the  completely  interior  traffic  of 
the  respective  states — that  'which  is  carried  on  between  man  and 
man  in  a  state,  or  between  different  parts  of  the  same  state,  and 
which  does  not  extend  to  or  affect  other  states ' — but  it  does  embrace 
'  every  species  of  commercial  intercourse  *  between  the  United  States 
and  foreign  nations  and  among  the  states,  and  therefore  it  includes 
such  traffic  or  trade,  buying,  selling,  and  interchange  of  commodities  as 
directly  affects  or  necessarily  Involves  the  interests  of  the  people  of 
the  United  Statea  '"Conmierce"  as  the  word  is  used  in  the  Oon* 
stitution,  is  a  unit,'  and  '  can  not  stop  at  the  external  boundary  line 
of  each  state,  but  may  be  introduced  into  the  interior.'  The  genius 
and  character  of  the  whole  government  seems  to  be  that  Its  action  la 
to  be  applied  to  aU  the  external  concerns  of  the  nation,  and  to  those 
internal  concerns  which  affect  the  states  generally." 

This  was  the  language  of  the  great  Chief  Justice  in  the 
famous  case  of  GUbhons  v.  Ogden.  It  is  further  defined  in  the 
Oaunty  of  Mobile  v.  Kimbda,  102  U.  S.  691,  26  L.  Ed.  288: 

"Commerce  with  foreign  countries  and  among  the  states,  strictly 
considered,  consists  In  intercourse  and  traffic,  including,  in  these 
terms,  navigation  and  the  transportation  and  transit  of  persons  and 
property,  as  well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  commoditlesL'* 

This  expression  was  adopted  anew  in  Gloucester  Ferry 
Company  v.  Pennsylvania,  114  U.  S.  196,  5  Sup.  Ct.  826,  29 
L.  Ed.  158.  It  follows  that  interstate  commerce  does  not, 
therefore,  exist  in  transportation  merely.  ^  It  includes  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  articles  that  are  intended  to  be  trans- 
ported from  one  state  to  another — every  species  of  commer- 
cial intercourse  among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations.'' 

A  more  recent  definition  is  that  of  Judge  Hough  of  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  in  the  very  recent  case  of  the 
United  States  of  America  against  Tfie  McAndrews  dk  Forbes 
Company  et  ol.,  known  as  the  '' Licorice  Paste  Case." 
^^  Commerce,'  in  its  simplest  signification,  means  the  ex- 
change of  goods,  but  with  the  advancing  complexity  [889]  of 
civilization  it  is  now  certainly  significant,  not  only  of  ex- 
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change,  but  of  the  buying  and  selling  of  commodities,  and 
especially  of  the  exchange  of  merchandise  on  a  large  scale. 
It  may  be  said  to  be  trade,  traffic,  or  exchange  between  dif- 
ferent places  and  communities.  Webster's  Dictionary, 
quoted  in  State  v.  Indiana^  dkc.^  Co.^  133  Ind.  69,  32  N.  E. 
817, 18  L.  K  A.  502."  So  that  nowadays,  and  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  word  is  used  in  the  statement  of  the  law  which 
I  shall  presently  read  you,  its  import  or  meaning  compre- 
hends intercourse  for  the  purposes  of  trade  in  all  its  forms. 
Welton  V.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  276,  23  L.  Ed.  847.  And  inter- 
state commerce,  therefore,  comprehends  intercourse  for  the 
purposes  of  trade  in  any  and  all  of  its  forms,  including  trans- 
portation, purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities  be- 
tween the  citizens  of  different  states.  Hopkins  v.  United 
States^  171  U.  S.  678, 19  Sup.  Ct.  40,  48  L.  Ed.  290.  There- 
fore, if  any  commercial  transaction  reaches  an  entirety  in 
two  or  more  states,  and  if  the  parties  dealing  with  reference 
to  that  transaction  deal  from  different  states,  then  the  whole 
transaction  is  a  part  of  the  interstate  commerce  of  the  United 
SUtes.    United  States  v.  Svnft  (C.  C.)  122  Fed.  629. 

Now  what  is  the  law  which  Congress  has  enacted  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  this  commerce  thus  defined  from  the 
injurious  operations  of  illegal  and  unlawful  combinations 
in  restraint  of  it.  We  find  that  Congress  passed  the  act 
approved  July  2, 18d0,  entitled  ^^An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  com- 
monly known  as  the  ^  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law,"  the  parts 
of  which,  important  for  our  consideration  here,  are  as 
follows: 

"SnTnoN  1.  Ihrery  contract  or  combination  in  the  form  of  a  tmst 
or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  In  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  sereral  states*  or  with  foreign  nations*  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
UlegaL  Bvery  person  who  shaU  make  any  such  contract  or  engage 
in  any  such  combination  or  conspiracy  sliall  be  deemed  gnUty  of  a 
misdemeanor  and  any  conviction  thereof  shaU  be  punished  by  fine 
not  exceeding  $5,000^  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year*  or 
tfj  both  said  pnnislmients  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

*  Sbo.  2.  Bvery  person  who  shaU  monopolise  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lise; or  combine  or  conspire  to  monopolise  any  part  of  the  trade  or 
eommerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  natlona*  shall  be 
gaUtj  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  any  conviction  thereof  shaU 
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be  punlBlied  by  Ifaie  not  eaceecding  $5^060  or  bgr  IdipriBonment  not 
exceeding  one  year,  or  by  botb  said  punlfllunents  in  the  diaca^etiou  of 
the  court." 
Act  July  2,  1890,  c  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Gomp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]. 

The  first  efficient  case  in  which  a  full  analysis  of  the  law 
was  given  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  was 
that  of  United  States  v.  Freight  Association^  166  U.  S.  323, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L  Ed.  1007.  This  is  properly  called  the 
^Trans-Missouri  Case^'^  It  was  there  held  that  the  pro- 
hibitory provisions  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  namely  the 
^^ Anti-Trust  Act,"  applied  to  all  contracts  in  restraint  of 
interstate  and  foreign  trade  or  commerce,  without  exception 
or  limitation,  and  are  not  confined  to  those  in  which  the 
restraint  is  unreasonable.  It  was  also  held  that,  in  order  to 
maintain  its  case,  ^'the  government  is  not  obliged  to  show 
that  the  agreement  in  question  was  entered  into  for  the  pur- 
pose of  restraining  trade  or  commerce,  if  such  restraint  is  its 
necessary  effect"  A  comprehensive  view  of  the  law  may  be 
found  [840]  in  the  latter  case,  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice 
Peckham,  to  which  I  invoke  your  special  attention : 

''It  is  wholly  diiferent,  however,  wheQ  Bneb  dbanges  are  effeeted 
by  combinations  of  capital,  whose  purpose  in  combining  le  to  control 
the  production  or  manufacture  of  any  particular  article  in  the  market, 
and  by  such  control  dictate  the  price  at  which  the  articles  diall  be 
sold,  the  effect  being  to  drive  out  of  bnetneBS  all  the  small  dealers  in 
the  commodity,  and  to  render  the  public  subject  to  the  decfsten  of 
the  combination  as  to  what  price  shall  be  paid  for  the  article.  In  this 
light  it  is  not  material  that  the  price  of  an  article  may  be  lowered. 

"  It  is  in  the  power  of  the  combination  to  raise  it,  and  the  result  in 
any  event  is  unfortunate  for  the  country  by  depriving  it  of  the  serv- 
ices of  a  large  number  of  small  but  independent  dealers  \i^lo  were 
familiar  with  the  business  and  who  had  spent  their  lives  in  it,  and  who 
supported  themselves  and  their  famUies  from  the  small  profits  realised 
therein. 

"Whether  they  be  able  to  find  other  avenues  to  earn  their  liveli- 
hood is  not  so  material,  because  it  is  not  for  the  real  prosperity  of  any 
country  that  such  changes  should  occur  which  result  in  tranaferrii^ 
an  independent  business  man,  the  head  of  his  establishment,  small 
though  it  might  be^  into  a  mere  servant  or  agent  of  a  corporation  for 
selling  the  commodities  which  he  once  manufactured  or  dealt  in, 
having  no  voice  in  shaping  the  business  policy  of  the  company,  and 
bound  to  obey  orders  issued  by  others.  Nor  is  it  for  the  substantial 
interests  of  the  country  that  any  one  conunodity  should  be  witl^  the 
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sole  power  and  subject  to  the  sole  will  of  one  powerful  combinatlaD 
of  capital.  Conffieaa  baa^  ao  far  as  its  Jorladlctlon  extends,  proldMted 
all  cootracta  or  oombinatioDS  in  tbe  form  of  trusts  entered  Into  for 
the  purpose  of  restraining  trade  and  commerce.  The  results  naturally 
flowing  from  a  contract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce, when  entered  into  by  a  manufacturing  or  trading  company  such 
as  above  stttted,  wtille  differing  semewbat  ttem  those  which  may  fol- 
low a  contraet  to  keep  uik  traasportatloii  rates  bgr  railxoada,  are 
oerertheiess  of  the  same  nature  and  kind,  and  the  contracts  them- 
selyea  do  not  so  far  differ  In  their  nature  that  they  may  not  all  be 
treated  alike  and  be  condemned  in  common." 

The  next  important  deliverance  upon  this  subject  may  be 
found  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Traffic  Association^  171 
U.  S.  506,  19  Sup.  Ct.  26,  48  L.  Ed.  269.  There  railroad 
companies  formed  themselves  into  an  association  known  as 
the  ^^  Joint  Traffic  Association."  They  agreed  that  they 
should  have  jurisdiction  over  all  competitive  traffic,  with  cer- 
tain exceptions;  that  they  were  to  fix  rates,  fares,  and 
charges,  and  from  tiwe  to  time  change  the  same.  No  party 
to  the  agreement  was  to  be  peimitled  to  deviate  frcnn  or 
change  those  rates,  faras,  or  charges,  and  its  action  in  that 
respect  was  not  to  affect  rates  disapproved,  except  to  the 
extent  of  its  interest  therein  over  its  own  road.  They  ex- 
pressly agreed  that  they  would  not  permit  a  violation  of  the 
interstate  commerce  act.  They  also  agreed  that  the  managers 
should  co-i^rate  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
to  secure  stability  and  uniformity  in  rates,  fares,  charges,  etc. 
The  managers  were  given  power  to  decide  and  enforce  the 
course  which  should  be  pursued  with  connecting  companies, 
not  parties  to  the  agreement,  which  declined  or  failed  to  ob- 
serve the  established  rates.  Assessments  were  made,  and  the 
agreement  was  to  continue  for  five  years. 

Notwithstanding  the  profuse  assurances  upon  the  part  of 
these  railroad  gentlemen  that  they  would  co-operate  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  declared  their  combination  and  agreement  void. 
In  this,  as  in  the  Trans-Missouri  Case,  the  greatest  lawyers 
in  the  country  were  retained  [S41]  for  the  railroads.  Mr. 
J.  C.  Carter  argued  for  the  Joint  Traffic  Association,  the 
renowned  Edward  J.  Phelps  for  the  New  York  Central  & 
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Hudson  Biver  Bailroad,  and  the  Hon.  George  F.  Edmunds, 
darum  et  venerabile  nomen,  for  the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad 
Company.  It  is  perhaps  safe  to  say  that  no  greater  and  more 
experienced  lawyers  ever  appeared  before  an  American  court. 
The  then  Solicitor  General  appeared  for  the  government. 
The  court,  after  the  most  elaborate  inquiry  and  careful  con- 
siderationy  reaffirmed  its  conclusions  in  the  Trans-Missouri 
Case. 

In  Addyatan  Pipe  dk  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States^  175  IT.  S. 
240,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  this  great  statute  against 
modem  monopolies  again  came  under  review.  There  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  below  was  made  by  Circuit  Judge  Taft  The 
case  involved  a  combination  to  control  the  manufacture  and 
sale  and  transportation  of  iron  pipe.  Said  Justice  Peckham 
for  the  court : 

"  While  no  particular  contract  regarding  the  furnishing  of  pipe  or 
the  price  for  which  it  was  furnished  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  to  the  combination  at  the  time  of  its  formation,  yet  it  was 
their  intention,  as  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  comhhiation,  to  directly 
and  by  means  of  snch  combination  Increase  the  price  for  which  aU 
contracts  for  the  delivery  of  pipe  within  the  territory  above  described 
should  be  made,  and  the  latter  result  was  to  be  achieved  by  abolishing 
aU  competition  between  the  parties  to  the  combination.  The  direct 
and  immediate  result  of  the  combination  was  therefore  necessarily  a 
restraint  upon  interstate  commerce  in  respect  to  articles  manufactured 
by  any  of  the  parties  to  it  to  be  transported  beyond  the  state  in  which 
th^  were  made.  The  defendants,  by  reason  of  the  combination  and 
agreement,  could  only  send  their  goods  out  of  the  state  in  which  th^ 
were  manufactured  for  sale  and  delivery  in  another  state  upon  the 
terms  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such  combination." 

The  court  held  that  this  was  a  combination  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and,  to  the  extent  to  which  interstate  transactions  were 
involved,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  affirmed.  On 
the  constitutional  question  the  court  held  that  Congress  may 
enact  such  legislation  as  shall  declare  void  and  prohibitive 
the  provisions  of  any  contract  between  individuals  or  corpora- 
tions where  the  natural  and  direct  effect  of  such  contracts 
shall  be,  when  carried  out,  directly,  and  not  as  a  mere  inci- 
dent to  other  and  innocent  purposes,  to  affect  to  any  extent 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce.  An  association  was  f (»rmed 
in  California  by  the  manufacturers  and  dealers  in  tiles,  man- 
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ties,  and  grates.  The  dealers  agreed  not  to  purchase  mate- 
rial from  manufacturers  who  were  not  members  of  the  asso- 
ciation, and  not  to  sell  unset  tale  to  non-members  for  less  than 
list  prices,  which  were  50  per  cent,  higher  than  prices  to 
members,  and  all  manufacturers  who  were  residents  of  states 
other  than  California  agreed  not  to  sell  to  any  ooe  other  than 
monbers.  Violations  of  the  agreement  rendered  the  member 
subject  to  forfeiture  of  membership.  Each  member  was  re- 
quired to  carry  $8,000  worth  of  stock.  Whether  applicants 
were  to  be  admitted  was  a  matter  for  the  arbitrary  decision 
of  the  association.  A  firm  of  dealers  in  tiles,  mantels,  and 
grates  in  San  Francisco  who  had  not  sought  or  been  asked  to 
join  the  association,  and  did  not  carry  $3,000  of  its  stock, 
brought  an  action  to  recover  damages  under  paragraph  7  of 
the  anti-trust  act  of  July  2, 1890,  namely,  the  act  under  con- 
sideratira  (26  Stat.  210  [XJ.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202 1). 
The  court  held  that  although  the  sales  [848]  of  unset  tiles 
were  within  the  state  of  California,  and  although  such  sales 
constituted  a  very  small  portion  of  the  contract  involved,  the 
agreement  of  the  manufacturers  without  the  state  not  to  sell 
to  any  one  but  members  was  part  of  a  scheme  which  included 
the  enhancement  of  the  price  of  the  unset  tile  by  the  dealers 
within  the  state,  and  that  the  whole  matter  was  so  bound 
together  that  the  transactions  within  the  state  were  insepa- 
rable and  became  a  part  of  a  purpose  which,  when  carried 
out,  was  a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or 
conmierce.  They  held  furthermore  that  the  association  con- 
stituted and  amounted  to  an  agreement  or  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890,  and  that  the  parties  aggrieved  were  entitled  to  recover 
threefold  damages  found  by  the  jury. 

In  the  case  of  Swift  Go,  v.  United  States^  printed  in  196 
U.  &  876,  26  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  and  decided  Janu- 
ary 30, 1906,  the  court  gives  its  attention  to  combinations  in 
restraint  of  trade  ainong  the  dealers  in  fresh  meat  through- 
out the  United  States.  It  is  aimed  at  what  is  called  the 
"  beef  trust,"  and  declares  that  a  combination  of  a  dominant 
proportion  of  the  dealers  in  fresh  meat  throughout  the 
United  States  not  to  bid  against  each  other  in  the  live  stock 
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markets  of  the  different  atatee,  to  bid  up  prices  for  a  few  days 
in  order  to  induce  shipments  to  the  stockyards,  to  fix  sellisg 
prices,  and  to  that  end  to  restrict  shipments  of  meat  when 
necessary,  to  establish  a  uniform  rule  of  credit  to  dealers, 
and  to  keep  a  blacklist,  to  make  uniform  and  improper 
charges  for  cartage,  to  secure  less  than  lawful  freight  rates 
to  the  exclusion  of  competitors,  with  intent  to  monopoly,  is 
an  illegal  combination  within  the  meaning  and  prohibition 
-of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  can  be  restrained  and  en- 
joined in  an  action  by  the  United  States.  The  court  goes 
further  and  holds  that  it  does  not  matter  that  the  combina- 
tion of  this  nature  embraces  a  restraint  and  monopoly  of 
trade  within  a  single  state,  if  it  also  embraces  and  is  directed 
against  commerce  among  the  states.  It,  however,  declared 
that  the  effect  upon  interstate  commerce  is  direct  and  not 
incidental.  It  further  holds  that  if  a  principal  element  of 
such  a  scheme  were  lawful,  and  the  participants  are  bound 
by  a  common  intent  as  part  of  the  unlawful  scheme  to 
monopolize  interstate  commerce,  the  balance  may  make  the 
parts  unlawful.  To  illustrate,  they  hold  that  when  cattle 
are  sent  for  sale  from  a  place  in  one  state,  with  the  expecta- 
tion that  they  will  end  their  transit,  after  purchase,  in  an- 
other, and  when  in  effect  they  do  so,  with  only  the  inter- 
ruption necessary  to  find  a  purchaser  at  the  stockyards,  and 
when  this  is  a  typical,  constantly  recurring  course,  it  consti- 
tutes interstate  commerce,  and  the  purchase  of  cattle  is  an 
incident  of  such  commerce. 

In  the  famous  Northern  Securities  Co.  C(ue^  193  U.  S.  197, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  486,  48  L.  Ed.  679,  the  following  facte  were 
developed:  A  holding  corporation  was  formed  called  the 
"  Northern  Securities  Company."  It  became  the  custodian 
of  more  than  nine-tenths  of  the  stock  of  the  Northern  Pa- 
cific, and  more  than  three-fourths  of  the  stock  of  the  Great 
Northern.  These  were  competitive  lines.  The  stockholders 
of  the  companies  who  delivered  their  stock  received  upon 
similar  conditions  shares  of  stock  in  the  bidding  corpora- 
tion. The  court  held  that  the  constituent  ccKnpanies  ceased 
under  this  arrangement  to  be  [848]  in  active  competition  for 
trade  and  commerce  along  their  respective  lines,  and  became 
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praetieiJly  one  powerful,  consolidated  corporation  by  (he 
naoie  of  the  holding  company,  the  principal,  if  not  the  sole, 
object  of  which  waa  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  the  original 
oombinatiim  under  whieft  competition  between  the  constitu- 
ent companies  would  cease.  It  was  held  to  be  an  illegal 
combination  in  yiolation  of  the  anti-trust  law,  and  that  it 
was  within  the  power  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  aijoin  the 
holding  company  from  Yoting  such  stock  and  from  exercis- 
ing any  control  whatever  over  the  acts  and  control  of  the 
railroad  companies,  and  also  to  enjoin  the  railroad  from 
paying  any  dividenda  to  the  holding  corporation  on  any  of 
thdr  stock  held  by  it  ^^  If,"  said  that  renowned  and  ven^- 
able  American  jurist,  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  ever  insistent  to 
protect  the  ri^its  of  those  who  cannot  help  themselves,  ^^  the 
Anti-Trust  Law  is  held  not  to  embraoe  a  case  such  as  that 
now  before  us,  the  plain  intention  of  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  government  would  be  defeated.  If  Congress  has  not 
by  the  words  used  in  the  act  described  this  and  like  cases,  it 
would,  we  apprehend,  be  impossible  to  find  words  that  would 
describe  them.'^ 

Cases  of  this  general  character  have  been  and  are  of  im- 
mense consequence  to  the  American  people.  A  large  number 
of  cases  involving  these  principles  are  pending  elsewhere  in 
the  United  States.  The  law  has  been  of  force  for  17  years. 
Its  constituti(mality  has  been  settled  in  the  great  case  of 
United  States  v.  Joint  Trafic  Association,  171  U.  S.  605,  19 
Sup.  Ct  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259.  A  large  number  of  cases  have 
been  decided  in  which  such  combinations  and  trusts  have 
been  restrained  because  in  violation  of  the  law. 

A  case  of  this  sort  is  Swift  Oo,  and  Others  v.  United  States, 
already  referred  to.  Ttiere  a  combination  between  individ- 
uals and  corporations  engaged  in  the  business  of  purchasing 
live  stock,  converting  it  into  fresh  meat,  and  selling  the  prod- 
ucts in  interstate  commerce,  whereby  competition  both  in 
purchasing  live  stock  and  the  sale  of  the  meat  was  suppressed, 
was  declared  unlawful  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
SUtes. 

The  same  result  happened  in  the  case  of  General  Paper 
Componff  V.  United  States  (U.  S.)  26  Sup.  Ct  856, 60  L.  Ed. 
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686 ;  in  United  States  against  The  Nome  Retail  Oroeers^  As- 
sociation^ in  far  Alaska;  in  the  case  of  the  United  States 
against  The  Otis  Elevator  Company;  in  the  United  States 
against  The  Federal  Salt  Company*  An  indictment  was  also 
had  against  the  salt  company.  Under  the  penal  clauses  of 
the  law  they  were  found  guilty  and  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine 
of  $1,000.  A  great  many  similar  cases  are  now  pending  in 
the  various  states  and  territories.  All  these,  and  many  others 
of  equal  or  greater  interest,  appear  in  the  latest  report  of  the 
Attorney  General  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

An  illustration  of  the  vital  significance  of  this  law  may  be 
found  in  the  case  of  Tift  et  al.  v.  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  ai. 
(recently  decided  by  this  court)  138  Fed.  763.  There,  as  in 
the  Trans-Missouri  CasSy  it  was  in  effect  held  that  a  combi- 
nation to  control  the  rates  of  a  number  of  railroad  companies, 
called  the  ^  Southeastern  Tariff  Association,"  was  a  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  trade.  Pursuant  to  the  deliberations  of 
that  body,  they  had  made  an  advance  of  2  [844]  cents  per 
100  pounds  on  all  lumber  shipped  from  this  section  to  Ohio 
river  points  and  points  beyond  in  car  load  lots.  As  this  is  a 
Georgia  case,  it  will  perhaps  be  justifiable  to  quote  a  brief 
extract  from  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

''They  haye  no  right,  to  graduate  their  charges  In  proportion  to 
the  prosperity  which  comes  to  indastrles  whose  products  they  trans- 
port With  equal  reason  they  might  demand  an  increase  of  rates 
for  the  transportation  of  cotton  with  every  increase  in  the  value  of 
our  great  staple.  Indeed,  to  concede  the  principle  for  the  fixation  of 
rates  upon  which  the  railroads,  through  the  medium  of  the  South- 
eastern Freight  Association,  have  acted  In  this  case,  would  concede 
their  power  to  levy  for  no  better  service  augmentation  of  tolls  for 
every  Increase  of  profit  in  every  line  of  ^deavor  won  by  the  enter- 
prise, sagacity,  and  Industry  of  the  American  people.  It  is  superfiuous 
to  add  that  a  government  of  law  and  not  of  men  will  never  tolerate 
such  domination  and  control  of  the  trade,  manufacture,  and  commerce 
of  the  American  people.  These  views  relate  exclusively  to  the  facts 
before  the  court  in  this  case,  as  proven  Incontestably  by  the  evld^ce, 
and  as  found  by  the  Interstate  Ck>mmerce  Ck>mml8sion.  Here  is  no 
attempt  to  discredit  the  Incalculable  services  which  are  hourly  ren- 
dered the  country  by  the  railways.  In  nothing  do  we  share  the 
animus  or  purposes  of  that  sinister,  selfish,  and  insincere  agitation 
which  would  excite,  if  It  could,  the  masses  of  the  people  to  hatred 
and  injustice  toward  corporations.  Such  a  propaganda  provokes  in 
the  Jostly  balanced  mind,  and  particularly  in  the  mind  trained  for 
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the  administration  of  law  and  for  the  protection  of  property  and  per- 
sonal rights,  disapprobation,  and,  indeed,  abhorrence* 

"With  sincere  enthusiasm  the  Judge  of  this  court  has  elsewhere 
testified  to  the  wonderful  material  blessings  bestowed  upon  our  once 
prostrate  Southland  by  our  great  railway  systems.  In  '  economies  of 
operation;  In  constant,  if  gradual,  reduction  of  rates;  in  increased 
facilities  and  more  expensive  accommodations ;  in  more  uniform  serv- 
ice for  longer  distances  without  change  of  cars ;  in  abolition  of  short, 
disjointed  lines  under  different  management;  in  augmentation  of 
shipping  facilities;  in  physical  perfection  of  the  properties,  and  con- 
sequent safety  to  the  public;  in  the  steady  increase  in  value  of  all 
the  securities  of  these  great  highways  of  Southern  commerce.  ♦  ♦  • » 
And  with  what  result? 

"  Where  formerly  asthmatic  engines  attached  to  unsafe  and  noisome 
trains,  through  the  solitudes  of  an  Impoverished  country,  like  a 
wounded  snake  dragged  their  slow  length  along,  now  we  behold,  on 
massive  rails  of  gleaming  steel,  on  roadbeds  of  granitic  ballast,  suc- 
cessive sections  of  long  freight  trains  sturdily  steaming  through  a 
prosperous  land  smiling  with  luxuriant  crops,  beautiful  with  neat  and 
happy  homes,  the  chimneys  of  great  factories  giving  employment  to 
thousands,  almost  marking  the  miles;  or  the  admiration  kindles  and 
the  pulse  leaps  as  the  limited  express,  laden  with  its  human  freight, 
glances  by  on  its  mission  of  progress  and  civilization. 

"  In  nothing  do  we  abate  that  enthusiastic  approval  of  the  services 
of  the  railways  to  the  people,  but  not  more  than  any  other  human 
agency  is  railroad  management  infallible." 

Can  it  be  that  such  eulogium,  earnestly  spoken,  will  be 
made  a  travesty  of  the  facts  by  a  short-sighted,  sinister,  and 
criminal  policy,  which  ignores  rotting  cross-ties  and  quiver- 
ing road-beds,  which  places  the  adolescent,  the  ignorant,  the 
indifferent,  and  the  underpaid  at  the  telegraph  key,  which 
recks  not  the  daily  story  of  colliding  or  derailed  trains,  flam- 
ing engines,  of  murdered  and  mangled  passengers,  of  brave 
engineers  and  trainmen,  officials  of  every  rank,  crushed  into 
bleeding  shapes  or  burned  to  cinders — a  policy  whose  shib- 
boleth is  that  of  "  damned  lago " :  "  Put  money  in  thy 
purse."    "  Go,  get  money." 

The  patriotic  and  proper  solution  of  every  controversy, 
involving  the  vast  questions  of  combination  in  restraint  of 
trade,  of  trusts  and  [845]  transportation,  is  simply  the  trial 
of  each  case  on  its  particular  facts,  and  with  an  eye  single 
to  the  merits  of  the  one  party  or  the  other.    In  interstate 
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commerce  this  is  exclusively  a  duty  of  the  national  tribunals, 
and  the  laws  regulating  such  commerce  are  within  the  exclu- 
sive power  of  Congress,  and  within  the  control  of  a  fearless 
and  clear-eyed  people  who,  as  Emerson  said, "  whether  James 
or  Jonathftn  sits  in  the  chair  and  holds  the  purse ''  with  their 
common  sense,  will  conserve  the  safety  of  our  country. 

The  inquiry  to  which  your  attention  will  be  directed,  as  I 
am  officially  informed,  will  not,  like  the  Tift  Case  (known 
as  the  "  Lumber  Rate  Case  ") ,  involve  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce  in  lumber.  I  am  informed  by  the  district  attor- 
ney that  it  will  relate  to  the  kindred  products  of  turpentine 
and  rosin,  commonly  known  as  ^^  naval  stores."  These  prod- 
ucts are  of  immense  value  to  the  people  of  this  and  adjacent 
states.  Xor  does  it  appear,  notwithstanding  predictions  to 
the  contrary,  that  the  great  natural  resources  found  in  the 
pine  forests  of  Greorgia,  Florida,  and  other  southern  states 
are  about  to  disappear.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  with 
judicious  forestry  laws  and  careful  attention  on  the  part  of 
the  people  the  pine  forests  will  in  a  large  measure  regain 
their  pristine  vigor  and  value.  The  port  of  Savannah  is 
believed  to  be  the  greatest  port  for  the  export  and  handling 
of  naval  stores  in  the  world,  and  its  people,  like  those  of 
every  state  from  North  Carolina  to  Texas,  and  the  CQii- 
sumers  everywhere,  should  be  deeply  interested  in  your 
inquiry. 

You  will  ascertain  then,  gentlemen,  from  the  evidencCy 
oral  or  otherwise,  whether  there  are  those  who,  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  have  entered  into  contracts  or 
combinations,  in  the  form  of  trusts  or  otherwise,  or  con- 
spiracies, in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral states  or  with  foreign  nations.  You  will  inquire  whether 
there  are  those  who  have  monopolized  or  attempted  to  mo- 
nopolize, or  combined  or  conspired  with  any  person  or  per- 
sons to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  am^ng 
the  states  or  with  foreign  nations.  I  charge  you  that  the 
word  "  person  "  or  "  persons "  in  this  connection  imports 
corporations  also.  If  you  are  the  men  the  law  presumes 
you  to  be,  and  which  I  am  sure  you  are,  you  will  permit 
nothing  but  the  law,  the  evidence,  and  your  consciences  to 
control  vour  action. 
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You  will  have  other  grave  duties  to  perform,  involving 
other  laws  enacted  to  protect  and  promote  the  business,  wel- 
fare, and  happiness  and  security  of  our  people,  in  so  far  as 
that  is  within  the  jurisdiction  intrusted  to  you.  llie  as- 
sistafit  attorneys  will  be  your  legal  advisers,  and  you  can 
rely  on  their  interpretation  and  construction  of  the  law. 
The  court  will,  on  occasion,  afford  you  any  assistance  in  its 
power. 

Grave  as  are  the  interests  of  the  people  intrusted  to  your 
care — for  the  government  and  the  people  are  powerless  in 
the  laek  of  your  duty  well  performed — to  you  the  matter 
of  graveet  moment  and  most  lasting  import  is  the  effect  of 
your  conduct,  in  the  presence  of  these  mighty  issues  of  public 
law,  upon  the  strength  and  elevation  of  character,  conscience, 
and  citizenship.  I  adjure  you  in  familiar  words,  ^^  Let  all 
the  ends  thou  aimest  at  be  thy  country's,  thy  God's,  and 
truth's."  To  each  grand  juryman  will  I  confidently  say, 
•^To  thine  own  self  be  [846]  true,  and  it  must  follow  as 
night  the  day,  thou  canst  not  then  be  false  to  any  man." 

Note. — ^Tfae  grand  jury,  to  whom  this  charge  was  made,  presented 
Indictments  against  a  number  of  parties  and  corporations,  and  the 
principal  defendants,  on  arraignment,  having  pleaded  guilty,  the 
court  imposed  fines,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $30,000;  and. 
accepting  the  assurance  of  the  accused  that  they  would  not  again 
Tiolate  the  laws  against  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade,  no  other 
or  further  penalty  was  Imposed. 


[290]  UNITED  STATES  v.  STANDARD  OIL  CO.  OF 

NEW  JERSEY  ET  AL.« 

(ClKoit  Ck>urt,  B.  D.  Miseouri,  B.  D.    March  7,  1907.) 

£152  Fed.  Rep.,  290.] 


MoHeroLiE0 — Acrr  to  PaoHiBrr  Om smACiEg  nc  Restraint  of  Tra^de— 

PkDEBAL      OOUBTS — GONQRBSSTOIfAL     POWBB      TO      AUTHORIZE      THEIR 

Psocsas  TO  Ruif  Outside  Their  District. — In  a  case  at  law  or  in 
equity  which  arises  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 

*  See  alee  173  Fed.  Rep.,  177 ;  po$i,  pafe  710.    221  U.  S.,  1 ;  Vol.  4, 
paire  79. 
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States— and  a  suit  by  the  United  States  under  Act  July  2,  1890, 
c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200],  "  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies  "  presents 
such  a  case — CSongress  is  authorized  by  article  3,  SS  1,  2,  of  the 
Constitution,  to  confer  upon  any  national  court  Jurisdiction  to  sum- 
mon the  proper  parties  to  the  suit  to  a  hearing  and  decree,  wherever 
they  reside  or  are  found  within  the  dominion  of  the  nation,  although 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  district  of  the  court^ 

Courts — Federal  Coubts — District  Where  Suit  to  be  Brought — 
Restriction  to  Inhabitants  or  District  Inapplicable  Where 
Jurisdiction  Conferred  by  Special  Acts. — ^The  inhibition  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  judiciary  acts  of  1887  and  1888  (Act  March  3,  1887, 
c.  373,  24  SUt.  552,  and  Act  Aug.  13,  1888,  c  866,  25  Stat.  438  [U.  8. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  5081),  that  "no  suit  shall  be  brought  before 
either  of  said  courts  [the  Circuit  and  District  Courts]  against  any 
person  by  any  original  process  or  proceeding  in  any  other  district 
than  that  whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant,"  is  ineffective  and  inappli- 
cable in  instances  in  which  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  particular 
cases  or  classes  of  cases  has  been  conferred  upon  the  federal  courts 
by  special  acts  of  Congress. 

Monopolies — Injunction — Jurisdiction  to  Bring  in  Nonresident 
Defendants  Conferred  by  Act  July  2,  1890. — ^Act  July  2,  1890, 
c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901.  p.  3200],  "  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies/*  by  sec- 
tion 5  (26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3201])  confers  upon 
any  court  of  the  United  States,  in  which  a  suit  has  been  brought 
under  It  by  the  United  States  against  a  conspirator  that  is  a  resident 
of  its  district,  jurisdiction  to  bring  in  non-resident  co-conspirators  by 
the  service  of  its  process  upon  them  without  its  district 

Same — Ends  of  Justice  Require  Necessary  Parties  to  be  Brought 
IN. — ^The  ends  of  justice  require,  within  the  true  meaning  of  Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  8  5,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S,  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8201], 
that  every  necessary  party  within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court, 
every  party  who  has  an  Interest  in  the  controversy  and  who  ought 
to  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit  in  order  that  the  court  may  finally 
adjudicate  the  whole  matter,  should  be  brought  in. 

Same — Practice  under  Section  5. — The  approved  practice  under  Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  «  6,  26  Stat  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3201], 
is  to  m&ke  all  the  conspirators,  both  resident  and  nonresident, 
parties  defendant  to  the  bill,  to  set  forth  therein  the  existence  and 
history  of  the  conspiracy  and  the  connection  of  each  defendant  there- 
with, and  immediately  upon  its  filing  to  present  a  petitiou  to  the 
court  in  which  the  places  where  the  nonresident  defendants  can  bo 
served  with  process  are  disclosed,  and  to  pray  therein  that  they  be 
summoned.     An  order  granting  such  a  petition  before  service  of 
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process  upon  tbe  resident  ccmspirator  and  without  notice  to  the 
nonresident  conspirators  is  neither  premature  nor  irregular. 
Same — CoNSFiaACY  in  Restraint  of  Trade — Parties^ — ^Act  Ck>ng.  July 
2, 1890.  c  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Ck)mp.  St.  1901,  p.  8200],  prohibits 
conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  section  4  confers  on  the  sey- 
era]  federal  Circuit  Courts  jurisdiction  to  restrain  violations  of  its 
[291]  provisions;  section  6  providing  that,  whenever  it  shall  appear 
to  the  court  before  which  any  proceeding  under  section  4  is  pending 
that  the  ends  of  justice  require  that  other  parties  should  be  brought 
in,  the  court  may  cause  them  to  be  summoned,  whether  they  reside 
in  the  district  In  which  the  court  is  held  or  not.  A  bill  alleged  that 
the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  a  holding  corporation, 
and  7  individual  defendants,  and  about  70  other  defendants,  called 
**  subsidiary  corporations,"  had  formed  and  were  executing  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  monopolize  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its 
products  among  the  states  and  territories  and  with  foreign  nations ; 
that,  pursuant  thereto,  the  individual  defendants  had  caused  the 
control  of  all  the  subsidiary  corporations  and  the  ownership  of  a 
majority  of  the  stock  of  many  of  them  to  be  vested  in  the  Standard 
Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  while  tbe  subsidiary  corporations  were 
the  producers,  refiners,  traders,  and  operators,  by  means  of  which 
the  restraint  and  monopoly  was  effected  and  the  profits  obtained; 
that  the  individual  defendants  owned  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  and 
controlled  the  holding  corporation,  and  through  it  the  subsidiary 
corporations ;  that  two  of  the  subsidiary  corporations,  one  a  corpo- 
ration of  Missouri  within  the  district,  in  combination  with  the  other 
defendants,  controlled  and  monopolized  the  railroad  lubricating  oil 
business  of  the  United  States ;  that  the  defendants  had  divided  tbe 
territory  of  the  United  States  into  districts  so  that  certain  defend- 
ants only  were  permitted  to  sell  ther^n ;  and  that  the  Missouri  cor- 
poration was  a  party  to  this  conspiracy.  Held,  that  the  ends  of 
justice  required  that  all  of  the  defendants,  regardless  of  their  resi- 
deace.  be  made  parties  to  such  proceeding,  though  they  were  not 
necessary  parties  to  a  decree  merely  restraining  the  Missouri  corpo- 
ration from  further  continuing  its  wrongful  acts. 

On  motions  to  vacate  order  to  bring  in  nonresident  defend- 
ants and  to  quash  the  service  upon  them  of  subpoenas. 

John  G.  Johnson^  John  G.  Milbum,  W.  I.  Lewia^  W.  /. 
McKie,  H.  S.  Priest^  George  G.  Greer^  and  Motter^  Mac- 
Kenzie  and  Weadock^  for  the  motions. 

Frank  B.  Kellogg  {the  Attorney  General^  the  Assistant 
Attorney  General^  Milton  D.  Purdy^  C.  B.  Morrison^  and 
C.  A,  Severance^  on  the  brief) ,  opposed. 
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Before  Sanborn,  Van  Detantub,  Hook,  and  Adams,  Cir- 
cuit Judges. 

Sanbobn,  Circnit  Judge. 

The  United  States  exhibited  its  bill  in  this  court  under  the 
act  of  July  2,  1890,  **  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  aad  monopolies  "  (26  Stat.  209,  c.  647 
[U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  in  which  it  alleged  the  ex- 
istence oi  this  state  of  facts :  The  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  a  corporation,  7  individual  defendants,  and 
about  70  other  defendants,  called  "  subsidiary  corporations," 
have  formed  and  are  engaged  in  executing  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its  prod- 
ucts among  the  states  and  territories  and  with  foreign  na- 
tions. Pursuant  to,  and  in  the  execution  of,  the  plan  of  this 
conspiracy,  the  individual  defendants  have  caused  the  con- 
trol of  all  the  subsidiary  coi'porations  and  the  ownership  of 
a  majority  of  the  stock  of  many  of  them  to  be  vested  in  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  a  holding  corpora- 
tion, while  the  subsidiary  corporations  are  the  producers,  re- 
finers, traders,  and  operators,  by  means  of  which  the  restraint 
and  monopoly  are  intended  to  be  and  are  effected,  and  the 
profits  of  the  scheme  are  gathered.  The  individual  defend- 
ants own  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  [292]  and  control  the 
holding  corporations,  and,  through  it,  the^  subsidiary  cor- 
porations. Two  of  these  subsidiary  corporations,  the  Waters- 
Pierce  Oil  Company,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
whose  principal  place  of  business  is  in  this  district,  and  the 
Galena  Signal  Oil  Company,  in  combination  with  the  other 
defendants,  restrain  commerce  throughout  the  United  States 
in  the  lubricating  oil  used  by  railroad  companies,  whose  value 
aggregates  about  $4,300,000  per  annum,  so  that  they  control 
more  than  90  per  cent,  thereof,  and  thus  practically  monopo- 
lize it  The  defendants  have  divided  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  into  districts,  so  that  certain  defendants  only 
are  permitted  to  sell  the  products  of  petroleum  in  specified 
districts,  and  all  other  defendants  are  restrained  by  the  con- 
trol of  the  holding  company  or  by  understandings  or  agree- 
ments from  effecting  sales  in  these  districts.    Such  an  under- 


UHITED  STATES  V.  STANDARD  OIL  00.  OF  NEW  JERSEY.    177 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

standing  and  agreement  has  been  made,  and  is  being  carried 
out,  between  the  Watei-s-Pierce  Oil  Company  and  the  def efnd- 
ant  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Indiana,  whereby  thd  ter- 
ritory in  the  state  of  Missouri  and  other  southwestern 
territory  is  divided  betweein  them,  and  neither  corporation  is 
permitted  to  market  the  products  of  petroleum  in  the  district 
of  the  other.  The  defendants  have  conspired  for  the  purpose 
of,  and  are  engaged  in,  restraining  and  monopolizing  com- 
merce in  the  products  of  petroleum  throughout  the  United 
States  by  these  and  other  similar  means,  and  the  complainant 
prayed  in  its  bill  that  they  might  be  enjoined  from  continu- 
ing this  restraint,  and  fix>m  maintaining  this  monopoly,  and 
for  other  equitable  relief. 

Section  4  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1S90,  confers  UpoA  the  sev- 
eral Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  jurisdiction  to 
i^estrain  violations  of  its  provisions,  and  section  5  reads  in 
this  way: 

"  Whenever  It  shall  appear  to  th^  cottrt  before  which  any  proceed- 
ing under  section  Ibnr  of  this  act  may  he  pending  that  the  ehdS'  of 
joalice  require  that  other  parties  laMttld  be  brought  before  the  court, 
the  court  may  cause  them  to  be  summoned,  whether  they  reside  ia  the 
district  in  which  the  court  is  held  or  not ;  and  subpcenae  to  tliat  end 
may  be  served  in  any  district  by  the  marshal  thereof** 

The  individual  defendants,  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  and  nearly  all  the  subsidiary  corporations,  ex- 
cept the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  were  not  inhabitants 
of,  and  could  not  be  found  in,  this  district.  After  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  and  upon  the  presentation  by  the  complainant  of 
a  petition  which  disclosed  this  fact,  the  court  ordered  that 
the  nonresident  defendants  should  be  brought  in,  and  that 
subpoenas  should  be  served  upon  them  in  the  districts  in 
which  they  resided.  Certain  of  these  defendants  have  ap- 
peared specially,  and  moved  the  court  to  vacate  this  order 
and  to  quttsh  the  service  of  the  subpoenas  upon  them,  upon 
the  grounds  that  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  ord<ir,  that  it  was  prematui*ely  and  irregularly  made,  and 
that  the  ends  of  justice  did  not  require  that  the  non-resident 
defemdants  should  be  brought  into  this  suit. 

Tlie  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  is  vested  by  the 
Constitution  in  the  Supreme  Court,  '^and  in  such  inferior 
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courts  as  the  Congress  may  from  time  to  time  ordain  and 
establish."  This  power  extends  ^^to  all  cases  in  law  and 
equity  arising  under  this  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the 
United  States, — ^to  controversies  to  which  the  United  States 
shall  be  [293]  a  party,"  and  to  other  cases  not  material  to 
the  issues  here  presented.  Article  3,  §§  1,  2.  This  is  a  case 
in  equity  arising  under  a  law  of  the  United  States.  The 
United  States  is  a  party  to  the  controversy  which  it  involves; 
and  the  Congress  had  ample  authority,  under  these  provisions 
of  the  Constitution,  to  confer  upon  this  or  upon  any  infe- 
rior court  of  the  nation  jurisdiction  of  this  suit  and  power  to 
summon  the  proper  paities  to  it,  wherever  residing  or  found 
within  the  dominion  of  the  nation,  to  a  hearing  and  decree 
herein.  U.  S.  v.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  98  U.  S.  569,  604:,  25  L. 
Ed.  143.  As  the  Congress  had  the  authority  to  enact  that 
in  this,  and  other  cases  of  this  class,  any  Circuit  Court  in 
which  the  United  States  might  bring  its  suit  might,  by 
process  served  anywhere  in  the  United  States,  lawfully  bring 
into  it  all  the  parties  necessary  to  the  adjudication  of  the 
controversies  it  involved,  they  had  authority  to  empower 
such  a  court  to  bring  in  these  parties  whenever  in  its  opinion 
the  ends  of  justice  should  require  such  action,  because  the 
whole  is  greater  than  any  of  its  parts  and  includes  them  all. 
The  inhibition  of  section  1  of  the  judiciary  acts  of  March  3, 
1887,  c.  373,  24  Stat.  652,  and  Aug.  13,  1888,  c.  866,  §  1,  25 
Stat.  433  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  508],  that  "  no  civil  suit 
shall  be  brought  before  either  of  said  courts  [the  Circuit  and 
District  Courts]  against  any  person  by  an)'  original  process 
or  proceeding  in  any  other  district  than  that  whereof  he  is 
an  inhabitant,"  does  not  restrict  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
nor  its  power  to  bring  in  parties  without  its  district,  in  the 
case  under  consideration,  because  that  provision  is  inappli- 
cable to  instances  in  which  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  par- 
ticular cases,  or  classes  of  cases,  is  created  and  conferred  upon 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  by  special  acts  of  Congress. 
V.  S.  V.  Mooney,  116  U.  S.  106,  6  Sup.  Ct.  304,  29  L.  Ed.  560 ; 
Van  Patten  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  d^  St,  Paul  R,  Co.  (C.  C.) 
74  Fed.  981,  986-988;  Atkins  v.  Disintegrating  Co.,  18  Wall. 
272,  21  L.  Ed.  841 ;  In  re  Louisville  Underwriters,  134  U.  S. 
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488,  493,  10  Sup.  Ct  587,  83  L.  Ed.  991 ;  In  re  Hohorst,  150 
U.  S.  653,  662,  14  Sup.  Ct.  221,  37  L.  Ed.  1211.  There  can 
therefore  be  no  doubt  that  Congress  had  the  authority  to  con- 
fer jurisdiction  of  this  case  upon  this  court,  nor  that  the> 
have  lawfully  exercised  that  authority;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is  whether  or  not  this  court  exceeded  the  power  thus 
conferred  upon  it  when  it  summoned  the  non-resident  de- 
fendants. 

Counsel  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  complainant  al- 
leges in  its  bill  that  the  seven  individual  defendants  con- 
ceived and  put  into  operation  the  plan  whereby  the  Standard 
Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  with  a  capital  of  $113,000,000, 
became  the  holding  company,  and  whereby,  through  it,  they 
direct  and  control  the  acts  of  the  subsidiary  corporations,  and 
they  contend  that,  if  a  Circuit  Court,  within  whose  district 
one  of  these  eight  principal  defendants  is  a  resident,  would 
have  the  power  in  a  suit  of  this  nature  to  bring  in  nonresi- 
dent parties  necessary  to  a  complete  adjudication  of  the  case, 
nevertheless,  the  subsidiary  corporations  are  mere  tools  of. 
the  principal  defendants,  and  the  act  was  not  intended  to 
grant,  and  does  not  give,  to  a  court  within  whose  district  a 
subsidiary  corporation  only  resides,  the  power  to  summon  the 
other  conspirators  who  are  not  residents  of  that  district. 
They  argue  that  it  is  only  where  there  is  a  resident  defendant 
who  is  a  participant  in  the  whole  length  and  breadth  of  the 
conspiracy  that  non-resident  [294]  conspirators  may  be  law- 
fully subpoenaed ;  that  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  the 
resident  defendant,  has  a  capital  of  only  $410,000,  is  but  a 
puppet  of  the  principal  conspirators,  is  alleged  to  be  effect- 
ing a  mere  local  and  limited  restraint  of  trade,  and  is  not 
made  to  appear  to  be  taking  any  part  in  the  main  conspiracy. 
And  they  insist  that,  on  account  of  its  limited  power  and  effi- 
cacy, this  court  is  without  jurisdiction  to  bring  in  the  princi- 
pal defendants  or  any  defendants  who  would  not  be  indis- 
pensable parties  to  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  specific  restraint  which 
the  resident  defendant  is  engaged  in  effecting. 

Bepeated  readings  of  the  act  under  which  this  bill  is 
brought  disclose  no  such  limitation  or  condition  of  the  au- 
thority granted  to  the  Circuit  Courts  to  bring  in  non-resi- 
dent parties.    The  power  is  given   without  restriction  to 


180  152  FEDEBAL  BEPOBTER^  2d4. 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

every  Circtiit  Court  whenever  it  ap{)eard  to  it  that  the  tfnds 
of  justice  require  its  exercise.  The  Congress  has  unlimited 
discretion  here.  It  might  have  conditioned  this  authority  by 
the  rank,  by  the  power,  or  by  the  degree  of  partidpation  in 
the  conspiracy  of  the  resident  defendant.  The  fact  that  it 
failed. to  do  so  raises  a  persuasive  presumption  that  it  rie^er 
intended  to  impose  any  condition  or  limitation  of  this  hature. 
Again,  the  alleged  conspiracy  is  one.  Its  scheme  is  single. 
It  has  but  one  object.  Perhapis  none  of  the  alleged  conspira- 
tors participates  in  every  part  of  the  conception  and  of  the 
work  of  the  combination,  but  every  one  of  them  takes  his 
part  in  the  plan  or  in  its  execution,  a  part  proiMtive  of  its 
purpose,  the  restraint  and  monopolization  of  commerce;  in  the 
products  of  petroleum  among  the  states.  To  the?  Waters- 
Pierce  Oil  Company,  the  resident  defendant,  has  been  allotted 
no  inconsiderable  portion  of  the  execution  of  this  plan.  Its 
part  is,  with  the  aid  of  the  Galena  Signal  Oil  Company,  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  the  commerce  throughout  the  United 
States  in  the  lubricating  oil  used  by  railroad  companies,  and. 
with  the  aid  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Indiana,  to 
divide  between  them  the  territory  in  Missouri  tfnd  the  South- 
west, and  to  restrain  and  monopolize  the  commerM  in  the 
products  of  petroleum  in  their  respective  districts.  It  ha^ 
accepted  its  assignment  and  is  engaged  iri  the  performance  of 
this  portion  of  the  scheme  of  the  conspiracy.  It  ht^  been 
engaged  in  executing  some  part  of  its  plan  for  many  jrears. 
It  is  true  that  a  majority  of  its  stock  is  owned  by  the  eight 
principal  defendants,  that  they  choose  its  officers,  contiM  its 
operation,  and  share  its  profits;  but  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil 
Company  is  still  a  distinct  legal  entity,  a  corporation  of  the 
state  of  Missouri.  The  knowledge  of  its  oiBcers  and  direc- 
tors is  its  knowledge,  and  those  officers  and  directors  cannot 
have  caused  this  corporation  to  act  its  important  part  in  the 
accomplishment  of  the  purpose  of  this  conspiracy  without 
knowledge  of  the  conspiracy,  its  scheme,  its  object,  and  its 
effect.  One  who  learns  of  a  conspiracy  after  it  is  formed, 
and  then  joins  it,  or  knowingly  aids  in  the  execution  of  its 
scheme,  and  shares  in  its  profits,  becomes  from  that  time  as 
much  a  oo^conspirator  as  if  he  were  one  of  those  who  origi- 
nally designed  it  and  put  it  in  operation.    TAncdn  ▼.  Claflin^ 
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7  Wall.  188,  138,  19  L.  Ed.  106 ;  United  States  v.  Bahcock, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,487;  United  States  v.  Cassidy  (D.  C.)  67 
Fed.  698,  702 ;  The  Anarchists'  Case,  12  N.  E.  865,  976,  17 
N.  E.  898, 122  111.  1,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  320;  United  [2951  States 
y.  Johnson  (C.  C.)  26  Fed.  682,  684.  "If  a  series  of  acts 
are  to  be  performed  with  a  view  to  produce  a  particular 
result,  he  who  aids  in  the  performance  of  any  one  of  these 
acts,  in  order  to  bring  about  the  result,  must  have  the  inten- 
tion to  effectuate  the  end  proposed,  and  if  he  operates  with 
others,  knowing  them  to  have  the  same  design,  there  is  in 
fact  an  agreement  between  him  and  them.  His  criminal  in- 
tent is  not  to  be  distinguished  from  the  intent  of  those  who 
first  formed  the  plan^  of  the  conspiracy."'  People  v.  Mather, 
4  Wend.  (K  Y.)  280,  260,  21  Am.  Dec.  122.  The  Waters- 
Pierce  Oil  Company,  the  resident  defendant,  was  therefore  a 
conscious  and  active  party  to  the  entire  conspiracy,  and  the 
act  of  July  2, 1890,  conferred  ample  power  upon  this  court  to 
bring  in  its  non-resident  co-conspirators  whenever  it  was 
made  to  appear  to  it  that  the  ends  of  justice  required  their 
presence. 

Was  the  order  irregular  or  premature  ?  Immediately  after 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  before  a  subpoena  had  been  issued 
or  served  upon  the  resident  defendant,  the  United  States 
presented  its  petition  that  the  non-resident  defendants  should 
be  brought  in,  and  it  was  granted.  It  is  insisted  that  the 
order  was  premature,  and  that  the  court  was  without  power 
to  make  it,  until  after  the  resident  defendant  had  been  served 
with  process,  and  notice  of  the  hearing  upon  the  petition  had 
been  given  to  the  defendants  without  the  district.  But  the 
statute  requires  no  notice  of  the  application  for  the  order, 
and  there  is  no  reason  for  it,  because  the  order  conclusively 
adjudicates  nothing,  and  every  question  which  conditions  its 
validity  or  propriety  is  open  to  challenge,  hearing,  and  de- 
cision as  completely  after,  as  before  it  was  made,  as  in  the 
case  now  under  ^consideration.  The  act  does  not  prescribe 
the  time  or  the  manner  in  which  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to 
the  court  that  other  parties  should  be  brought  before  it, 
and,  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  of  this  nature,  the 
requisite  appearance  may  be  made  at  such  a  time  and  in  such 
a  way  as  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  judicial  dis- 
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cretion,  may  direct  or  permit.  The  method  suggested  by 
counsel  for  the  defendants  is  that  the  United  States  should 
first  file  its  bill  against  the  resident  conspirators,  and  cause 
service  of  process  to  be  made  upon  them,  and  that  thereafter 
it  should  present  a  petition  that  the  non-resident  conspira- 
tors should  be  brought  in  and  made  parties  to  the  suit.  The 
method  pursued  was  to  make  all  the  alleged  conspirators 
defendants  to  the  bill,  to  set  forth  therein  the  existence  and 
history  of  the  conspiracy  and  the  connection  of  each  de- 
fendant therewith,  and  immediately  upon  its  filing  to  pre- 
sent a  petition,  in  which  the  places  where  the  non-resident 
defendants  could  be  served  with  process  were  disclosed,  and 
to  pray  therein  that  they  be  sunmioned.  In  the  prosecution 
of  each  method,  the  question  whether  the  non-resident  con- 
spirators are  necessary  or  proper  parties  to  the  suit  between 
the  government  and  the  resident  conspirators  equally  condi- 
tions the  duty  of  the  court  to  bring  them  before  it.  In  the 
prosecution  of  each  method,  that  question  may  be  well  de- 
termined. No  sound  reason  occurs  to  us  why  the  former  is 
preferable  to  the  latter.  On  the  other  hand,  the  presentation 
of  its  entire  cause  of  action  in  the  original  bill,  in  which 
all  the  alleged  conspirators  are  named  as  defendants,  and 
wherein  their  connection  with  the  conspiracy  is  set  forth, 
accom[296]panied  by  a  petition  which  discloses  the  places 
where  non-resident  defendants  may  be  served,  is  the  more 
concise,  logical,  and  satisfactory  manner  of  presenting  the 
issue  whether  or  not  the  conspirators  without  the  district 
should  be  brought  into  the  suit,  and  the  presentation  of  this 
question  in  this  way  and  the  order  in  this  case  were  neither 
irregular  nor  premature. 

Finally,  it  is  insisted  that  it  did  not  appear  to  the  court 
that  the  ends  of  justice  required  the  non-resident  defendants 
to  be  brought  before  it,  because  more  of  them  and  more  of 
the  original  and  chief  conspirators  resided  in  the  Southern 
district  of  New  York  and  in  certain  other  districts  than  in 
the  district  in  which  this  court  sits,  and  it  is  contended  that 
the  ends  of  justice  will  be  more  completely  served  by  the 
prosecution  and  adjudication  of  the  controversy  involved  in 
this  suit  in  the  district  of  the  inhabitancy  of  a  larger  number 
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of  the  defendants.  But  that  question  is  not  open  to  the  con- 
sideration or  adjudication  of  this  court.  The  Congress  did 
not  confer  jurisdiction,  in  this  class  of  cases,  upon  the  Circuit 
Court  in  whose  district  the  largest  number  of  conspirators 
resided,  but  upon  every  Circuit  Court  in  whose  district  a 
resident  conspirator  could  be  found  and  served  with  process. 
It  did  not  grant  to  any  of  the  Circuit  Courts  the  power  to 
select  the  court  in  which  the  United  States  should  institute 
its  suit.  If  it  had  done  so,  each  court  might  have  selected 
another.  It  left  the  complainant  free  to  commence  its  suit 
in  any  Circuit  Court  in  which  it  could  find  and  serve  a  resi- 
dent conspirator.  It  instituted  its  suit  in  this  court  and  in- 
voked its  exercise  of  its  power  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the 
defendants  by  the  issue  and  service  of  its  process.  The  ques- 
tion presented  by  the  petition  for  that  purpose  was,  not  in 
which  court  the  ends  of  justice  required  the  complainant 
to  choose  to  institute  its  suit,  but  whether  or  not  in  this  suit 
the  ends  of  justice  required  that  the  non-resident  defendants 
should  be  brought  in. 

The  exercise  of  the  power  conferred  upon  the  courts  by 
the  Constitution  and  the  acts  of  Congress,  to  acquire  juris- 
diction of  controversies  and  parties  by  the  issue  and  service 
of  their  process,  is  not  discretionary  with  the  courts,  when  a 
complainant  demands  it.  It  is  an  imperative  duty,  which 
may  not  be  renounced,  and  whose  discharge  may  not  be 
evaded.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  court  of  equity  to  finally  de- 
termine the  entire  controversy  before  it,  and  to  do  complete 
justice  by  adjusting  all  the  rights  involved  therein.  Hence, 
in  every  suit  in  which  the  power  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter  and  of  the  parties  is  conferred  upon  the 
court,  the  duty  is  imposed  upon  it,  if  its  discharge  is  invoked 
by  the  complainant,  to  summon  and  hear,  before  decision,  not 
only  every  indispensable  party,  but  every  necessary  party 
within  reach  of  its  process,  every  party  who  has  an  interest 
in  the  controversy,  and  who  ought  to  be  made  a  party  to  the 
suit  in  order  that  the  court  may  finally  adjudicate  the  whole 
matter,  although  if  he  were  not  amendable  to  process,  final 
justice  might  be  administered  between  the  other  parties  with- 
out his  presence.     Story^s  Eq,  PI,;  Shields  v.  Barrow^  17 
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Hpw.  180,  15  L.  Ed.  158;  Minnesota  y«  Northfim  SscurUtes 
Co.,  184  U.  S.  109,  235,  22  Sup.  Ct  308,  46  L.  Ed.  499. 

The  scope  of  the  bill  in  this  cftse  is  broad  and  comprehen- 
sive. It  portrays  an  alleged  conspiracy  which  extends 
throughout  the  nation.  [297]  Nothing  less  than  a  perBuinent 
injunction  against  the  continuance  of  the  operation  of  this 
conspiracy  and  the  maintenance  of  the  restraint  and  monopoly 
it  effects  will  give  adequate  relief  for  the  violation  of  the  act 
of  Congress  averred  in  the  bill.  An  injunction  against  the 
continuance  of  the  acts  of  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company 
and  of  a  few  subsidiary  corporations  would  be  futile*  be- 
cause the  remaining  conspirators  could  assign  the  parts  in  the 
scheme  of  the  conspirators  enjoined  to  others,  and  continue 
the  restraint.  Even  in  the  granting  of  the  latter  relief, 
however,  the  non-resident  defendants  ane  materially  inter- 
ested, because  they  are  co-conspirators  with  the  Waters- 
Pierce  Company,  and  share  in  the  benefits  and  profits  derived 
from  its  operations.  The  ends  of  justice  therefore  required 
that  the  non-resident  defendants  should  be  brought  into  this 
suit,  because  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  complete  relief 
from  the  alleged  violation  of  the  statute  disclosed  by  the  bill, 
and  the  non-resident  defendants  were  materially  interested  in 
the  controversy  involved  and  in  the  relief  sought. 

Our  conclusions  are  these :  Congress  had  the  power,  under 
the  Constitution,  to  confer  jurisdiction  of  suits  of  this  nature 
upon  this  court,  and  to  authorize  it  to  bring  into  a  suit 
against  a  resident  conspirator  non-resident  co-conspirators  by 
service  of  its  process  upon  them  anywhere  within  the  do- 
minion of  the  United  States.  It  exercised  this  power  by 
the  act  of  July  2,  1890.  The  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company 
was  a  resident  of  this  district  and  a  co-conspirator  with  the 
non-resident  defendants.  The  fifth  section  of  the  act  granted 
authority  to  bring  in  the  non-resident  co-conspirators  by  serv- 
ice of  its  subpoenas  upon  them  without  this  district.  The 
ends  of  justice  required  the  court  to  bring  them  in.  The  pro- 
ceedings for  that  purpose  were  regular,  and  the  order  wa:^ 
timdy,  and  the  motions  to  vacate  it  and  to  quash  the  service 
of  the  subpcenas  issued  under  it  must  be  denied. 

Let  an  order  be  entered  accordingly. 
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[821 1    MoCONNELL  v.  CAMORS-MoCONNELL  CO.^ 

(GUcQlt  CouH  of  ApD«al8,  FtllJi  Circuit    MaDcb  6, 1907.    On  Bebear- 

inc  April  15,  1907.) 

[162  Fed.  Bep.  321.] 

BviDEifeB'— PABOf«  'EvunmcK — GoNTHACTS.— Wbfiro  «  contract  for  the 
aale  of  a  buetoass  wught  to  be  enforced  was  only  partially  in  writ- 
ing, defendant  was  entitled  to  prove  the  balance  by  parol  in  order 
to  cBtabllah  that  it  waa  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade.^ 

[Bd.  Note. — For  oaaes  in  point,  see  Gent.  Dig.  toL  20,  Evidence, 
1 1 1A82,  2027.] 

GMnmAOTB — ^Yaliditt-^Bkbtbaint  of  Tbadc. — Where  a  centnact  for 
the  Bale  of  a  business  in  which  defendant  was  formerly  a  partner 
proTidad  for  the  organisation  of  complainant  corporation  in  order 
that  another  corporation,  which  was  practically  a  trust,  organized 
to  monopolize  the  business  in  which  complainant  was  engaged,  and 
declared  that  for  a  specified  period  defendant  should  not  enter  into 
a  competing  business,  after  which,  and  as  a  part  of  the  arrange- 
Diant,  the  trust  corporation  acquired  a  m<m<HK>ly  of  the  business  in 
the  United  States  and  stifled  competition,  the  contract  was  in  vio- 
lation of  Act  Cong.  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  200  [U.  S.  Gomp.  St. 
1901,  p.  3200],  to  prevent  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and 
was  therefore  unenforceable. 

[Bd.  Note. — For  eases  in  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  11.  Contracts, 
i  1547-665;  vol.  27,  Injunction,  S  S  120-123.] 

Sams — Partucs. — Where  a  contract  for  the  organization  of  plaintiff 
corporation  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  trust  organized 
to  monopolise  the  business  to  control  it,  and  the  trust  Interest  in 
the  corporation  was  represented  by  P.  in  person,  who  was  president 
of  the  trust,  it  was  no  answer,  to  an  objection  that  the  contract  was 
void  as  in  restraint  of  trade,  that  the  trust  corporation  was  not  a 
formal  party  to  the  proceeding. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  District  of  Alabama. 
See  140  Fed.  412. 

Wt  find  this  case  stated  accurately  in  the  printed  brief  filed  by  the 
solicitors  for  the  appellant,  from  which  it  appears  that : 

This  cause  was  commenced  by  a  bill  in  chancery  originally  filed 
November  80,  1904,  by  Andrew  W.  Preston  and  Gamors-McConnell 
Company  against  Herbert  L.  McConnell,  seeking  to  enjoin  the  de- 
fendant f^om  violating  the  fifth  paragraph  of  what  purports  to  be  a 

'  For  0f4ol0B  oC  Circuit  Court,  see  140  Fed.  Rep.  412,  vol.  2,  p.  817. 
*  J^Uaboa  copyrighted*  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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contract  made  on  the  8th  day  of  December,  1899,  between  Andrew  W. 
Preston,  of  the  first  part,  J.  B.  Camors  and  Herbert  L.  McConnell, 
compoBing  the  firm  of  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  of  the  second  part, 
and  several  other  parties  who  were  Interested  In  the  business  of 
Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  of  the  third  and  fourth  parts.  The  alleged 
contract  recites  that  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.  were  engaged  in  the 
business  of  growing,  importing,  and  selling  tropical  fruits,  and  desired 
to  transfer  their  business,  good  will,  etc.,  to  a  corporation  to  be 
organized;  that  the  other  parties  to  the  contract  had  some  interest 
In  the  business  of  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  and  Preston  desired  to 
obtain  an  interest  In  the  new  corporation;  that  in  consideration  of 
the  premises,  and  the  mutual  agreements  of  the  parties,  and  $1  paid, 
It  was  agreed: 

(1)  That  Preston  should  cause  a  corporation  to  be  formed  under 
the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  to  be  called  the  "  Camors-McConnell  Com- 
pany," with  a  capital  stoclc  of  $60,125,  divided  into  shares  of  $100 
each,  with  power  to  carry  on  the  business  of  Camors-McConnell  Com- 
imny,  and  to  be  governed  by  a  board  of  five  directors. 

[8S2]  (2)  That  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.  should  transfer  to  the 
new  corporation  all  of  their  property,  good  will,  etc.,  and  receive  there- 
for 321  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  new  corporation.  The  prop- 
erty to  be  purchased  was  set  out  in  the  first  schedule  attached.  The 
new  corporation  was  to  assume  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  Camors, 
McConnell  &  Co.  specified  in  the  second  schedule  attached. 

(8)  That  Preston  should  buy  and  Camors.  McConnell  &  Co.  sell  to 
him,  or  his  assigns,  161  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  new  corporation 
for  $30,000  in  cash ;  that  in  order  that  Preston  should  retain,  as  long 
as  he  desired,  the  power  to  elect  three  of  the  five  directors  of  the  new 
corporation,  and  the  other  stockholders  should  elect  two,  Preston 
should  transfer  and  assign  one  share  of  his  stock  to  a  trustee,  to  l>e 
named  by  him,  to  be  held  in  trust  and  to  be  voted  in  all  elections  of 
directors  for  such  three  directors  as  Preston  or  his  assigns  should 
n^tminate,  and  for  such  two  directors  as  the  owners  of  160  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  should  nominate,  but  that  such  one  share  should  not 
be  voted  for  any  other  purpose,  and  should  not  participate  in  the 
dividends  of  the  company. 

(4)  That  Preston  should  subscribe  for  80  shares  of  the  stock  of  the 
new  corporation,  and  pay  $10,000  therefor,  and  that  the  other  parties 
should  subscribe  for  80  shares  of  such  stock,  and  pay  $10,000  therefor. 

(5)  "That  said  J.  B.  Camors  and  Herbert  L.  McConnell,  Louis 
Weinberger,  Jacob  Weinberger,  Rudolf  Braden,  J.  W.  Kroesmann, 
Ernst  Braden  and  John  C.  Dehls,  hereby  Jointly  and  severally  cove- 
nant and  agree  that  they  will  not.  either  individually  or  by  or  through 
a  corporation.  Jointly  or  severally,  directly  or  indirectly,  engage  in 
the  growing  or  importing  or  selling  of  tropical  fruits  or  any  other 
business  directly  or  indirectly  in  competition  with  the  new  corporation, 
or  with  the  United  Fruit  Company,  except  through  the  new  corpora- 
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tlon,  nntil  after  tbe  aaid  Camora-McConnell  Company,  the  new  corpora- 
tion shall  have  ceased  the  active  continuance  and  prosecution  of  the 
business  of  importing  and  selling  such  fruit,  or  shall  have  failed  to 
have  shown  a  profit  for  any  calendar  year  after  189^.  All  profits 
earned  by  the  new  corporation  shall  be  divided  every  three  months 
by  dividends  declared.  This  provision  shall  not  exclude  any  of  the 
parties  hereto  from  being  coacemed  in  the  business  or  businesses  of 
the  Bluefields  Steamship  Company,  Ltd.,  of  the  Camors- Weinberger 
Banana  Company,  Ltd.,  or  the  Orr-LaubeBheimer  Company,  and  pro- 
vided further  this  provision  shall  not  exclude  Kroesmann,  Braden  & 
Co..  J.  W.  Kroesmann,  Ehmst  Braden,  John  C  Dehls  or  Rudolf  Braden 
from  engaging  in  a  general  mercantile  business  or  from  exporting 
cocoanots  or  other  produce,  excepting  tropical  fruits." 

(6)  That  the  parties,  other  than  Preston,  should  cause  to  be  executed 
all  conveyances  and  assignments  necessary,  in  the  opinion  of  H. 
Pillans,  Esq.,  to  carry  oot  these  agreements. 

(7)  That  the  parties  other  than  Preston,  should  make  all  such 
other  covenants  and  conveyances  as  sbould  be  necessary  and  con- 
venient to  carry  out  the  contract  according  to  its  true  intent. 

(8)  That  Preston  should  use  his  Influence  to  retain  McConnell  as 
manager  of  the  new  corporation  as  long  as  he  would  act.  provided,  in 
Preston's  opinion  and  that  of  a  majority  of  the  remaining  stock- 
holders, McConnell  was  a  fit  person  therefor,  and  if  he  was  deemed  an 
uiflt  person,  or  was  onwllllng  to  longer  serve,  then  that  Preston  should 
use  his  Influence  that  the  manager  should  be  a  person  agreeable  to 
the  stockholders  other  than  himself  and  assigns,  provided  he  was,  in 
Preston's  opinion,  a  competent  and  fit  perscm. 

(0)  That  the  new  ccKporation  shonld  purchase  from  certain  other 
persons  certain  property — set  out  in  the  third  schedule. 

(10)  That  the  new  corporation  should  buy  certain  other  property 
therein  named. 

(11)  That  the  new  corporation  should  enter  into  certain  agree- 
ments with  Kroesmann,  Braden  ft  Ca  for  a  period  of  10  years,  which 
should  contain  certain  provisions  similar  to  the  provisions  of  another 
contract  there  referred  to. 

(12)  That  the  directors  of  the  new  corporation  should  receive  no 
compensation. 

I  MS]  Attached  to  this  contract  was  an  extract  from  the  addi- 
tional contract  provided  by  the  eleventh  paragraph  of  the  contract, 
and  also  schedules  there  referred  to. 

The  bill  of  complaint  alleges  that  the  Camors-McConnell  CJompany 
(the  new  corporation)  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  growing  and 
purchaitog  tropical  fruits  in  Central  America  and  importing  the  same 
into  the  United  States,  through  the  Port  of  Mobile,  and  selling  them 
througbont  the  United  States,  and  in  chartering  and  operating  steam- 
riilps  between  Panama  and  Mobile  for  that  purpose.  That,  prior  to 
tbe  organisation  of  the  Oamors-Mc(!k)nneU  Company,  the  business 
10g70'— S.  Doc.  111.  62-1,  vol  3 13 


188  152  FEDEBAL  REPORTER,  323. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

conducted  by  it  belonged  to  and  was  carried  on  by  the  copartnership 
known  as  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  composed  of  J.  B.  Camors  and 
H.  L.  McConnell.  That  said  copartnership  had,  prior  to  1899,  built 
up  and  was  conducting  a  large  and  profitable  business  in  the  importa- 
tion of  tropical  fruits  from  Colombia,  through  the  Port  of  Mobile, 
and  was  widely  known  to  the  dealers  in  the  United  States  and  the 
planters  in  Central  America,  and  had  acquired  an  extensive  good  will. 
That  their  tangible  assets  did  not  exceed  $30,000,  but  that  their  assets 
and  good  will  was  fully  worth  $50,000.  That  Preston,  representing 
himself  and  associates,  desired  to  purchase  an  interest  in  such  part- 
nership, and  for  that  purpose  entered  into  the  written  contract  first 
hereinaboTe  referred  to.  That  this  agreement  was  duly  carried  out, 
ratified,  and  approved  by  Camors,  McConnel  &  Co. 

That,  pursuant  to  such  agreement,  the  new  corporation  was,  in  tbe 
year  1899,  organized  under  the  name  of  '' Camors-McConnell  Com- 
pany," in  order  to  identify  It  in  the  public  mind  with  said  copartner- 
ship, whose  business,  property,  and  good  will  it  was  its  purpose  to 
exploit  That  immediately  after  all  the  property,  good  will,  and 
effects  of  said  copartnership  in  said  agreement  described  were  trans- 
ferred to  it  by  said  copartnership  of  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  upon 
the  terms  specified  and  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  said  contract,  and 
with  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  therein  contained  and  hereinabove 
recited.  That  in  payment  therefor  Camors-McConnell  Company  issue 
to  the  copartnership  the  number  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  agreed 
upon,  and  assumed  and  has  since  paid  all  the  debts  and  obligations 
of  said  copartnership,  as  specified  in  the  contract.  That  all  of  thft 
obligations  by  said  contract  imposed  upon  complainants  have  been 
duly  and  completely  performed,  as  by  said  contract  required,  and  that 
said  contract,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  the  provisions  contained  in  the 
fifth  article  thereof,  has  always  been  held  for  the  use,  benefit,  and 
protection  of  the  Camors-McConnell  Company.  That  the  defendant 
was  elected  the  president  and  general  manager  and  a  member  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Camors-McConnell  Company,  and  occupied 
such  position  at  a  salary  of  $3,000  a  year,  until  the  21st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1904,  and  still  remains  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors. 

Defendant's  position  as  president,  general  manager,  and  director 
gave  him  full  opportunity  to  intimately  acquaint  himself  with  the 
business  and  affairs  of  the  corporation,  and  of  knowing  all  of  the 
methods  and  secrets  of  its  business  and  sources  of  profits,  the  names 
of  its  customers,  the  nature,  scope,  and  dqration  of  all  of  its  contracts, 
and  enabled  him  to  enlarge  his  experience,  knowledge,  and  skill  in 
the  conduct  of  the  tropical  fruit  business,  and  that  he  took  full  ad- 
vantage of  these  opportunities.  That  although  the  company  has 
earned  a  profit  every  year  since  its  organisation,  defendant.  In  viola- 
tion of  his  contract,  began  some  time  in  1902  to  secretly  prepare  to 
engage  in  business  on  his  own  account,  or  through  a  corporation  to 
be  controlled  by  him.  In  direct  competition  with  the  business  of  the 
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Qiinora-McConnell  Companj.  Without  the  knowledge  of  the  other 
officers  and  directors,  he  acquired  an  alleged  concession  of  the  Republic 
of  Colombia,  which  he  claimed  authorized  him  to  improve  rivers  and 
harbors,  and  to  acquire  lands  adjacent  to  the  territory  from  which 
Camors-McGonnell  Company  received  its  supplies  of  tropical  fruits. 
That,  at  the  expense  of  Camors-McConnell  Coitapany,  he  transported 
a  party  of  surveyors  and  engineers  to  that  country  to  lay  out  said 
lands  and  plan  improvements  of  rivers  and  harbors  to  fit  his  property 
for  the  cultivation  of  bananas.  That,  at  the  expense  of  said  company, 
he  transported  to  Central  America  on  ships  of  the  company  persons 
whom  he  was  trying  to  induce  to  join  him  in  such  enterprise  on  inspec- 
tion tours  of  said  property.  That,  while  [824]  an  officer  of  the 
Camors-McConnell  Company,  he  took  advantage  of  his  access  to  the 
books  and  records  of  the  company,  and  extracted  therefrom  the  mi- 
nutest details,  facts,  and  figures,  showing  the  results  of  its  business, 
and  printed  and  circulated  the  same  among  the  public,  to  induce  the 
public  to  Join  him  in  the  organization  of  a  corporation  to  engage  in 
business  in  direct  competition  with  the  Camors-McConn^l  Company. 
That  he  surreptitiously  made  use  of  the  funds,  property,  ships,  and 
employ^  of  the  company  in  furtherance  of  said  scheme,  and  also  sold 
the  better  part  of  the  loading  plant  at  Bocas  del  Toro,  consisting  of 
steam  launches,  lighters  and  boats,  to  persons  whom  he  intended  to 
bave  associated  with  him  in  the  enterprise,  or  to  have  represent  him 
in  Panama  'is  agents. 

These  facts  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  the  company,  it  demanded 
of  the  defendant  that  he  desist  from  the  violation  of  the  contract, 
but  that  he  refused  to  do  so,  unless  Camors-McConnell  Company 
would  take  over  the  concession  and  lands  upon  unfair  and  oppressive 
conditions.  That  defendant  organized  a  corporation  styled  the 
''American  Banana  Company,"  with  a  capital  of  $750,000,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  over  and  exploiting  such  concession  and  engaging  in 
the  business  of  importing  bananas  and  other  tropical  fruits,  and  of 
operating  steamships  between  Mobile  and  Panama,  in  competition  with 
the  business  of  Camors-McConnell  Company.  That  he  was  elected 
Q^'esldent  of  the  company,  and  will  control  and  manage  the  business, 
in  violation  of  said  contract 

That  the  good  will  of  Camors-McConnell  Company  was  largely  built 
up  by  the  defendant,  and  its  maintenance  and  enjoyment  by  Camors- 
McConnell  Company  depended  on  his  not  engaging  in  business  In  com- 
petition with  it.  and  that  the  principal  consideration  of  the  purchase, 
at  a  large  price,  of  the  business  and  good  will  of  said  copartnership, 
was  the  covenant  made  by  the  defendant  and  others  that  they  would 
not  engage  in  a  competitive  business,  and  that  such  covenant  was 
essential  to  secure  to  the  Camors-McConnell  Company  the  good  will 
of  their  purchase,  and  that  the  business  of  Camors-McConnell  Com> 
pany  extended  throughout  the  greater  portion  of  the  United  States. 
and  said  covenants  were  coextensive  only  with  the  interest  trans- 
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ferred,  sad  did  not  exceed  in  territory  the  extent  of  the  busineee  of 
said  copartnership  ef  Camon,  IfeOoBneU  &  Od.  That  If  defendant 
were  permitted  to  be  and  remain  an  oflteer  In  the  Aiaerlcan  Banana 
(^onipany,  or  to  direct  the  operatieoa  of  it,  the  ralue  of  its  good  will 
and  husiaeas  purchased  by  the  Camors-McConneU  CkHupanj  would  be 
dentroyed  and  great  loss  and  damage  inflicted  upon  complainanta 
That  the  complalnaats  never  consented  to  the  defendant's  engaging 
In  such  business,  but  protested  against  his  doing  so.  and  warned  him 
that  they  would  seek  the  enforcement  of  their  rights  und^  said  con- 
tract. That,  In  so  far  as  the  prorlsions  of  tlie  fifth  article  of  the  con- 
tract was  concerned,  they  were  made  and  have  always  been  and  still 
are  held  and  exist  for  the  use  and  protection  of  the  Camorft-McCon- 
nell  Company,  and  that  complainants  both  had  a  direct  pecuniary 
Interest  in  the  enforcement  of  the  contract. 

Ob  March  27, 1905,  Andrew  W.  Preston  obtained  leave  to  dismiss  the 
bill  as  far  as  concerned  himself,  without  prejudice  to  himself.  There 
were  demurrers  to  the  bill,  but  the  action  thereon  need  not  be  noted. 
The  defendant  answered.  The  answer  admits  many  of  the  allegations 
of  the  bill,  and  denies  others.  The  admissions  are  not  material  to  a 
view  of  the  case  as  it  Is  considered  by  the  court  on  this  appeal,  nor 
is  it  necessary  to  specify  extendedly  the  denial.  The  answer  does 
deny  that  Camors,  McConnell  &  Go.  had  any  good  will  of  considerable 
magnitude,  and  explained  the  reasons  therefor.  He  denied  that  said 
firm  was,  prior  to  the  making  of  said  agreement,  doing  a  large  and 
prosi)e.ous  business,  and  showed  that,  on  the  contrary,  owing  to  the 
active  competition  instituted  by  the  United  Fruit  Company  for  the 
purpose  of  destroying  their  business,  Camors,  McConnell  ft  Co.  were 
not  prosperous,  but  had  sustained  a  continuous  loss  in  their  business, 
and  that  in  October,  1899,  said  firm  made  an  agreement  with  the 
United  Fruit  Company,  the  substance  of  which  is  set  out  in  EhLhibit  A 
to  the  original  bill,  and  in  Exhibits  I  and  II  attached  to  the  answer. 
The  answer  denies  that  Andrew  W.  Preston  represenced  himself,  and 
shows  that  he  really  represented  the  United  Fruit  Company,  In 
making  the  contract  sued  upon.  It  admits  that  the  United  Fruit 
[S96]  Company,  through  Preston,  desired  to  acquire  a  controlliijig 
Interest  in  the  business  of  Camors-McConnell  Company,  but  denies 
that  Preston  individually  desired  to  obtain  any  interest  therein.  It 
admits  that  the  purpose  of  forming  the  new  corporation  was  to  com- 
bine the  Interest  of  several  parties,  but  denies  its  purpose  was  to  pn>- 
vide  for  the  safe  and  proper  management  of  the  business,  and  shows 
that  the  real  purpose  of  the  corporation  was  to  suppress  the  existing 
competition  in  the  business  of  growing,  importing/and  selling  tropical 
fruits,  and  to  enable  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  others  to  monopo- 
liae  and  control  said  business  of  purchasing  and  importing  tropical 
fruit  and  selling  it  In  the  several  states  of  the  United  States,  and  to 
fix  the  quantity  of  such  importation  and  the  prices  at  whi^  fruit 
should  be  sold.    That  the  new  corporation  was  formed  so  that  the 
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United  Fralt  OomiMiiiy,  as  a  boMer  of  a  majority  of  tlw  stock  of  said 
corporation,  niigbt  control  and  dominate  said  kuaiaeMi  in  taArmoay 
wltb  said  purpose.  Tbe  ansvirar  denies  tbat  the  oontmct  was  carried 
out  as  mada.  and  sbows  tbat«  whan  tbe  Oamora-McOonnell  Gorapany 
was  Incorporated^  it,  on  the  27tb  day  of  January,  1900,  entered  Into 
an  B«reenient  directly  between  said  corporation  and  tbe  flrm  of 
Oamora,  McConnell  ft  Co.  for  tbe  purcbase  and  transfer  to  said  oorpo- 
ratloB  of  tbe  property  and  business  of  said  eopartnersblp,  and  tbat 
tbe  corporatloD  pnrcbased  said  property  and  business  under  said  last- 
named  contract  witliout  reference  to  tbe  provisloiis  of  tbe  contract 
of  December  8,  1880,  and  that  the  proTlalons  of  paragraph  5  of 
Exhibit  A  to  tbe  bill  were  wholly  omitted  from  such  agreement 

The  answer  further  alleges  as  foUowa : 

**  Portlier  answering  the  fourth  paragraph  of  tlie  bill  of  complaint, 
dcKeiidant  sbows  to  the  court  tbat  tbe  formation  of  said  corporation 
and  the  sale  of  tbe  business  and  property  of  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co. 
aroee  and  was  brought  about  in  this  way :  Prior  to  tbe  year  1890,  the 
entire  business  in  tlie  importation  and  sale  of  tropical  fknit  In  tbe 
United  States  was  cxmdocted  by  a  comparatively  small  nunober  of 
firms  and  companies^  Tbe  tropical  flruit  was  obtained  by  the  im- 
porters from  the  West  Indies,  Central  and  South  America,  by  them 
imported  into  the  United  States,  and  sold  in  many  of  the  states  of 
tbe  United  States.  There  were  probably  less  than  15  todlyidaals, 
flrmB,  and  corporations  engaged  in  Importtog  into  tbe  United  States 
fmite  from  the  West  Indies,  and  most  of  this  flnlt  was  sold  in  the 
Eastern  fstates  of  tbe  United  States.  There  were  less  than  a  dosen 
likdlvldoals,  firms,  and  corporations  engaged  in  importing  fruit  from 
Central  and  South  America.  Tbe  fruit  which  was  being  Imported 
from  Central  America  and  South  America  was  principally  sold  in  tbe 
Southern,  Western  mmd  Middle  states,  and  those  handling  said  busl- 
nen  bad  comparatively  amall  capitals  Tbe  names  of  said  several 
<^npnnlee,  to  tbe  best  of  defendant's  infbrmation,  knowledge,  and 
belief,  and  upon  such  Information,  knowledge,  and  beli^,  he  states 
to  imve  been  as  follows,  vis.    [Here  both  of  tliese  classes  are  named.] 

"Tbe  Boediod  of  conducting  this  bnshiess  was  to  obtain  eatiK>e8 
from  places  where  fruit  was  raised,  partly  from  plantatioas  belonging 
to  those  engaged  in  importing,  but  largely  by  purchasing  tbe  fruit 
from  persons  resident  at  the  point  where  the  fruit  was  grown,  import 
tlie  same  Into  the  United  States,  and  sell  and  ship  it  to  various  states 
in  tbe  United  State&  Mnch  of  the  fruit  was  sold  free  on  board  of 
can  at  tbe  place  of  deportation,  but  some  was  shipped  to  other  states 
and  sold  while  In  transit  and  sometimes  after  it  reached  its  destina- 
tkm.  There  was  great  competition  between  the  several  parties  en- 
gased  In  tbe  purchase  of  said  fruit,  and  they  were  obliged,  on  account 
of  such  competition,  to  pay  fair  and  reasonable  prices  for  the  same. 
There  was  no  limitation  npon  the  quantity  of  fruit  that  each  importer 
aboold  handle  and  the  quantity  of  ftuit  placed  opon  tbe  soarket  and 
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temd,  and  did  not  exceed  in  terrttorj  the  extent  of  the  bnelnees  of 
said  eopartnerahip  of  Camora,  IfeOoiuieU  &  Od.  That  if  defendant 
were  permitted  to  be  and  remain  an  officer  In  the  American  Banana 
Company,  or  to  direct  the  operatieoa  of  it,  the  ralue  of  its  good  will 
and  husineaa  purchased  by  the  Camors-McConneU  G<Mnpanj  would  be 
dentrogred  and  great  loss  and  damage  inflicted  upon  complainant& 
That  the  complafauDta  neyer  consented  to  the  defendant's  engaging 
in  such  bnainess,  but  protested  against  his  doing  so,  and  warned  him 
that  they  would  seeic  the  enforcement  of  their  rights  under  Raid  con- 
tract. That,  in  so  far  as  the  prorisions  of  the  fifth  article  of  the  con- 
tract was  concerned,  they  were  made  and  have  always  been  and  still 
are  held  and  exist  f6r  the  use  and  protection  of  the  Camorft-McGon- 
nell  Company,  and  that  complainants  both  had  a  direct  pecuniary 
interest  in  the  enforcement  of  the  contract. 

Ob  March  27, 1906,  Andrew  W.  Preston  obtained  leave  to  dismiss  the 
bill  as  far  as  concerned  himself,  without  prejudice  to  himself.  There 
were  demurrers  to  the  bill,  but  the  action  thereon  need  not  be  noted. 
The  defendant  answered.  The  answer  admits  many  of  the  allegations 
of  the  bill,  and  denies  others.  The  admissions  are  not  material  to  a 
view  of  the  case  as  it  Is  considered  by  the  court  on  this  appeal,  nor 
Is  It  necessary  to  specify  extendedly  the  denial.  The  answer  does 
deny  that  Camors,  McConnell  &  Go.  had  any  good  will  of  considerable 
magnitude,  and  explained  the  reasons  therefor.  He  denied  that  said 
firm  was,  prior  to  the  making  of  said  agreement,  doing  a  large  and 
prospe/ons  business,  and  showed  that,  on  the  contrary,  owing  to  the 
active  competition  instituted  by  the  United  Fruit  Company  for  the 
purpose  of  destroying  their  business,  Oamors,  McConnell  ft  Co.  were 
not  prosperous,  but  had  sustained  a  continuous  loss  in  their  business. 
and  tiiat  in  October,  1890,  said  firm  made  an  agreement  with  the 
United  Fruit  Company,  the  substance  of  which  is  set  out  In  Exhibit  A 
to  the  original  bill,  and  In  Exhibits  I  and  II  attached  to  the  answer. 
The  answer  denies  that  Andrew  W.  Preston  represented  himself,  and 
shows  that  he  really  represented  the  United  Fruit  Company,  in 
making  the  contract  sued  upon.  It  admits  that  the  United  Fruit 
{S96]  Company,  through  Preston,  desired  to  acquire  a  controlHi|g 
Interest  in  the  business  of  Camors-McConnell  Company,  but  denies 
that  Preston  individually  desired  to  obtain  any  interest  therein.  It 
admits  that  the  purpose  of  forming  the  new  corporation  was  to  com- 
bine the  Interest  of  several  parties,  but  denies  its  purpose  was  to  pro- 
vide for  the  safe  and  proper  management  of  the  business,  and  shows 
that  the  real  purpose  of  the  corporation  was  to  suppress  the  existing 
competition  in  the  business  of  growing,  importing,' and  selling  tropical 
fruits,  and  to  enable  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  others  to  monopo- 
liae  and  control  said  business  of  purchasing  and  importing  troiiical 
fruit  and  selling  it  In  the  several  states  of  the  United  States,  and  to 
fix  the  quantity  of  such  Importation  and  the  prices  at  whl^  fruit 
should  be  sold.    That  the  new  corporation  was  formed  so  that  the 
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'Fmit  Dispatch  Gompany/  all,  or  aabsta&tlally  all,  of  the  stock  of 
which  was  owned  by  the  United  Fruit  Company,  and  which  was 
wholly  dominated  and  controlled  by  it.  After  negotiating  and  agree- 
ing with  the  representatives  of  the  United  Fruit  Company  as  to  a 
method  by  which  such  combination  should  be  formed  to  restrict  the  _ 
quantity  of  fruit  imported,  and  regulate  prices  in  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  fruit,  it  was  agreed  that  a  corporation  should  be  formed  to  take 
over  the  business  and  property  of  Camors,  McConnell  ft  Co.,  with  a 
capital  stock  of  $60,125.00,  divided  into  481  shares,  of  the  par  value  of 
$125  each.  That  said  corporation  was  to  take  over  the  business  and 
property  of  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  and  was  to  turn  over  to  said 
company  821  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  corporation  in  pay- 
ment therefor,  of  which  said  821  shares  the  United  Fruit  Company 
should  purchase  161  shares  for  the  sum  of  $80,000,  and  that  the  United 
Fruit  Company  should  then  subscribe  for  80  shares  of  the  unissued 
capital  stock  of  the  new  corporation,  and  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co. 
should  subscribe  for  80  additional  shares  of  said  stock,  and  that  each 
should  pay  $10,000  therefor.  That  the  new  corporation  should  im- 
port from  Bocas  del  Toro,  Colombia,  into  the  United  States,  such 
amounts  of  bananas,  cocoanuts,  and  other  tropical  fruits  as  could  be 
carried  in  two  steamers,  each  of  the  carrying  capacity  of  about  20,000 
or  22,000  bunches  of  bananas,  or,  at  their  option,  in  three  steamers 
of  no  greater  aggregate  carrying  capacity,  and  that  the  United  Fruit 
Company  would  not,  without  the  consent  of  a  majority  interest  of 
stockholders  of  the  Camors-McConnell  Company,  who  were  originally 
interested  in  the  firm  of  Camors,  McConnell  &  Co.,  send  any  bunches 
of  bananas  through  northern  ports  containing  less  than  seven  hands 
into  any  markets  reached  by  the  fruit  of  the  Camors-McConnell  Com- 
pany, and  that  further  restrictions  on  the  importation  of  fruits  might 
be  made  upon  a  pro  rata  basis  to  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the 
United  Fruit  Company,  the  Blueflelds  Steamship  Company,  Limited, 
the  Camors-Weinberger  Banana  Company,  Limited,  Orr-I^ubenhelmer 
Company,  [827]  and  Camors-McConnell  Company;  and  that,  when 
such  restrictions  were  agreed  upon,  they  should  be  binding,  and 
iihonld  be  respected.  That  rules  of  dasslflcation  and  prices  of  fruits 
at  the  ports  of  shipment  should  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  resi- 
dent managers  of  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  the  Camors-McCon- 
nell  Company,  and  that  such  classification  should  govern,  as  far  as 
possible,  any  sale  of  the  same  fruit  That  uniform  rates  of  freight 
should  t>e  agreed  upon  by  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  the  Camors- 
McConnell  Company  to  apply  to  all  steamers  of  the  said  two  com- 
panies plying  between  the  same  or  competitive  points,  excepting  then 
existing  contracts,  which  should  be  filed  by  the  parties  by  the  delivery 
of  sworn  copies  of  the  original  in  each  case  to  the  other  company,  and 
said  contract  was  to  remain  in  force  for  a  period  of  10  years. 

**  It  was  further  agreed  that  the  Camors-McConnell  Company  should 
appoint  the  Fruit  Dispatch  Company  its  sole  and  exclusive  agent,  to 


194  152  FEDERAL  REPORTER,  327. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

•ell  all  fruit  iaaported  by  the  Camor8-McCk>n]ieU  €k)mpany  from  Bocas 
del  Toro  Id  Colombia,  or  eliewbere,  to  New  Orieana,  In  Louisiana,  or 
Mobile^  Alabama,  or  elsewhere ;  tiie  prices  to  be  flzed  weekly  by  four 
persons  selected  by  the  United  Fruit  Company,  the  Blueflelds  Steam- 
ship Company,  Limited ;  the  Orr-Laubenhelmer  €oo4>any,  the  Camom 
Weinberg^  Company,  Limited,  and  the  Camors-McConnell  Company. 
That  the  fruit  of  the  Camors-McConnell  Company  should  be  sold 
to  the  best  ad?antage  free  on  board  of  cars  at  New  Orleans  or  Mo- 
bile^ or  other  ports  of  entry,  wider  the  direction  of  two  competent 
persons,  selected  one  by  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  one  by  the 
manager  of  the  Camors-McConnell  Company,  and  that  all  the  fruit 
not  so  sold  shoold  be  shipped  or  consigned  by  the  DlBpat<^  Company 
for  sale  for  account  <^  said  Camon-McCcMmell  Company,  to  such 
points  as  puch  persons  ahoukl  designate.  That  that  contract  was  to 
remain  in  force  for  10  years. 

**  The  said  United  Fruit  Company  undertook  to  have  said  contract 
reduced  to  writing.  fiiKhlblt  A  to  the  bill  of  complaint  was  one  of  the 
forms  of  contract  so  prepared  and  presented  to  those  Interested  in  the 
Arm  of  Camors,  McConnell  A  Co.  As  so  prepared  and  presented,  the 
name  of  Andrew  W.  Preston  appeared  instead  of  the  United  Fruit 
Company  therein,  but  all  of  the  parties  to  said  transaction  aJwnys  rec- 
ognised the  United  Fruit  Company  as  the  true  party  in  interest ;  and 
althoDgh  stock  in  the  Camors-McConnell  Company  was,  after  that 
company  was  formed,  issued  to  said  Preston,  dividends  thereon  were 
paid  to  the  United  Fruit  Company  as  the  owner  of  said  stock.  There 
were  a  considerable  nnurtMr  of  dividends  so  paid,  and.  although  the 
said  Preston  was  the  president  of  tlie  United  Fruit  Company,  he  never 
questioned  Its  right  to  use  these  dividends,  or  objected  to  the  payment 
thereof  to  it.  The  United  Fruit  Company  had  the  remaining  terms 
of  said  contract  reduced  to  writing  in  the  form  of  two  separate  con- 
tracts, which  were  presented  and  executed  by  tlie  parties  whose  names 
appear  thereto,  and  which  two  contracts  are  marlnd  Exhibits  i  and 
II  to  this  answer  and  made  part  hereof. 

"  Further  answering  the  bill  of  complaint,  this  defendant  says  that 
the  said  Oimors-McCoanell  Company  and  the  United  Fruit  Company 
are  conducting  their  bnsinees  in  a  manner  violative  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States;  that  at  die  time  said  contract,  made  Ehchibit  A  to  the 
bill  of  complaint,  was  made  aad  entered  into,  the  purpose  of  making 
said  contract  was  to  aid  and  facilitate  the  said  United  Fruit  Com- 
pany and  the  said  Camors-McOonnell  Company  and  the  other  com- 
panies in  combination  with  them  in  conducting  their  business  in  vio- 
lation of  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  that  said  contract  was  made 
In  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  and 
with  foreign  nations,  and  for  the  purpose  of  forming  and  maintaining 
a  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust,  to  regulate  a«d  to  limit  tb«' 
supply  of  tropical  fruit  im|M>rted  into  the  United  States  and  contrui 
the  prices  at  which  such  fruit  should  be  purchased  from  groweis 
and  at  which  it  should  be  sold   to  dealers  throughout   the   Unitcxl 
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States,  and  generally  to  monopoliae  and  control  said  busfnees;  and 
that  for  said  reason  aald  contract  ia  ngainet  iniblic  policy,  and  In 
violation  of  Inw«  and  ia  nvll  and  Toid. 

**  Further  answering  the  bill  of  comirialnt,  this  defendant  aaya  that 
after  the  several  agreement^  one  of  which  Is  made  Exhibit  A  to  the 
bill  of  complaint,  and  the  other  three  of  which  are  made  Bxhibits 
I  and  II  and  III  to  this  [S28]  answer,  were  made  and  entered  into, 
and  after  the  United  Fmlt  Company  had  bonght  ont  the  property 
and  business  of  a  large  number  of  competitors  in  the  importation 
and  sale  of  tropical  fnHts  in  the  Oentral,  Southern,  and  Western 
states,  and  bound  most  of  tiie  parties  making  such  sales  not  to  com- 
pete with  them  in  the  business,  by  agreements  similar  to  the  one  made 
Exhibit  A  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  had  made  agreements  similar 
to  those  attached  to  this  answer  as  Exhibits  I  and  II,  with  several 
other  corporations  and  parties  engaged  in  said  business,  and  It  and 
said  corporations  and  parties,  with  whom  it  had  such  agreements* 
under  such  agreements  fixed  and  regulated  the  price  at  which  tropical 
firuits  were  purchased  at  the  point  of  ^ipment,  and  sold  and  disposed 
of  all  of  the  fruits  so  imported  by  it  and  them  through  the  Fruit 
Dispatch  Company  in  such  manner  as  to,  to  a  large  extent,  fix  and 
control  the  price  at  which  tropical  fruit  was  sold  throughout  the 
United  States;  that,  out  of  the  commissions  paid  to  the  Fruit  Dis- 
patch Company,  the  expenses  of  that  company  were  paid,  and  the 
balance  of  its  earnings  were  distributed  pro  rata  among  the  several 
companies  whose  trvAt  it  handled.  By  virtue  of  said  several  agree- 
ments and  combinations,  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  its  associa- 
tions not  only  fixed  and  regulated  the  prices  at  which  tropical  fruits 
were  purchased  and  sold,  but  monopolised  almost  the  entire  bvsiness 
in  the  Southern,  Central,  and  Western  states  of  the  United  States, 
and  regulated  the  prices  of  tropical  fruits  therein,  and,  when  neces- 
sary to  do  so  in  order  to  control  and  fix  such  prices,  the  said  Fruii 
Dispatch  Company,  under  the  control  and  direction  of  the  said  United 
Fruit  Company,  caused  a  great  deal  of  fruit  to  be  destroyed.** 

Exhibits  I  and  II  are  as  follows : 

Exhibit  I. 

"An  agreement  by  and  between  the  United  Fruit  Company,  incor^ 
porated  under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  of  the  one  part,  and  J.  B. 
Camors,  Herbert  L.  McConnell,  Rudolf  Braden  and  Ix)u{s  Wein- 
berger (herein  called  stockholders)  of  the  other  part. 

"  Whereas,  the  stockholders  are  the  holders  of  all  the  capital  stock 
of  the  C«imor8-McConnell  Company  (herein  called  the  Camors  Com- 
pany), which  is  engaged  in  the  business  of  growing,  transporting  and 
selling  tropical  fruit,  and  the  United  Fruit  Company  is  also  largely 
engaged  in  similar  business:  Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises  and  of  the  mutual  agreement  liereof,  it  is  hereby  agreed  as 
follows : 
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(1)  The  United  Fruit  Ck>mpany  agrees  that  the  Camors  GompaAy 
may  import  from  Bocas  del  Tore,  Colombia,  into  the  United  States, 
such  amounts  of  bananas,  cocoanuts  and  other  tropical  fruit  as  can 
be  carried  In  two  steamers,  each  of  the  carrying  capacity  of  about 
twenty  or  twenty-two  thousand  bunches  of  bananas,  or  at  the  option  of 
the  Camors  Company,  in  three  steamers  of  no  greater  aggregate  carry- 
ing capacity  than  that  of  the  said  two  steamers  above  provided  for, 
and  that  of  the  said  two  steamers  above  provided  for,  and  which  the 
Camors  Company  sliall  be  entitled  to  substitute  for  such  two  larger 
steamers,  and  the  said  United  Fruit  Company  agrees  that  after  it  has 
completed  its  own  cargoes  to  an  aggregate  amount  of  not  exceeding 
one  hundred  and  twenty  thousand  stems  per  month  of  four  weeks 
for  its  own  ships  operated  by  It  to  Bocas  del  Toro,  it  will  furnish 
bananas  of  good  average  quality  and  quantity  sufficient  to  complete 
the  cargoes  of  and  flU  the  steamers  of  the  said  Camors  Company 
above  described,  at  prices  to  be  agreed  upon  between  the  resident 
managers  of  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  the  said  Camors  Com- 
pany, but  the  same  not  to  exceed  twenty*five  cents  in  the  United  States 
currency  per  bunch  of  firsts  d^ivered  alongside  the  steamer.  It  is 
further  agreed  that  the  said  resident  manager  of  the  Camors  Com- 
pany shall  be  such  person  as  the  stockholders  above  named  or  the 
owners  of  a  majority  of  their  stock  in  said  Camors  Company  shall 
designate  so  long  as  he  performs  his  duties  and  obeys  the  mandates 
of  the  board  of  directors. 

"(2)  The  United  Fruit  Company  agrees  that  it  will  not,  without  the 
consent  of  a  majority  of  interest  of  the  above  named  stockholders, 
send  any  bunches  of  bananas  through  the  northern  ports  containing 
less  than  seven  hands  into  [829]  any  of  the  markets  reached  by  the 
fruit  of  the  Camors  Company.  Further  restrictions  on  imports  of 
southern  ports  may  be  made  upon  a  proportionate  basis  mutually 
agreed  upon  by  the  following  Importers,  namely,  the  United  Fruit 
Company,  the  Blueflelds  Steamship  Company,  Limited,  Camors-Wein- 
berger  Company,  Lim!ted,  Orr-Laubenheimer  Company  Limited,  and 
the  Ccmors-McConnell  Company,  and  when  so  made  shall  be  binding 
and  respected.  And  the  amounts  of  imports  above  prescribed  may  be 
increased  proportionately  for  the  said  United  Fruit  Company  and  the 
Camors-McConnell  Company,  upon  consent  of  the  United  Fruit  Com- 
pany and  the  majority  of  the  above  named  stockholders,  who  hold 
the  shares  of  stock  which  are  retained  by  the  Camors-McConnell  Com- 
pany pursuant  to  the  contract 

"(3)  Rules  for  the  classification  and  prices  of  the  fruit  at  port  of 
shipment  shall  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  resident  managers  of  the 
United  Fruit  Company  and  the  Cnmors  Company  and  the  same  classi- 
fication shall  govern  so  far  as  possible  in  the  sale  of  the  same  fruit. 

*'(4)  Uniform  rates  for  freight  and  the  carriage  of  passengers  shall 
be  agreed  upon  by  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  the  Camors  Com- 
pany to  apply  to  all  steamers  of  the  said  two  companies  plying  be- 
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tween  the  same  or  competitive  points,  excepting  from  the  operation 
hereof  such  present  existing  contracts  as  shall  be  filed  by  the  con- 
tracting parties  by  delivering  a  sworn  copy  of  the  original  in  each 
case  to  the  other  of  the  last  said  companies  respectively. 

"(5)  This  contract  shall  remain  in  force  for  ten  years  from  this 
date,  unless  sooner  modified  by  the  consent  of  parties. 

"  In  witness  whereof  the  United  Fruit  Company  has  caused  these 
presents  to  be  executed  in  its  name  and  behalf  by  its  duly  authorized 
officers  and  the  said  stockholders  have  hereto  set  their  hands  and 
seals,  this  8th  day  of  December,  18d9. 

"  United  Fbuit  Oompant. 

"MiNOB  G.  Keith,  lai  Vice  President 
••  By  B.  W.  Palmes,  Secretary. 

"h.  l.  mcgonnell. 

"Louis  Weinbehgeb. 

"ftunoLF  Bbaden." 

BXHIBIT  II. 

"An  agreement  made  by  and  between  the  Fruit  Dispatch  C!ompany, 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
Camors-McConnell  Company  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  New 
Jersey  (hereinafter  called  the  Camors  Company),  of  the  other  part. 

^'  Whereas,  the  Camors  Company  is  engaged  in  growing,  importing 
into  the  United  States  and  selling  tropical  fruit,  and  the  £Yuit  Dis- 
patch Company  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  and  is  engaged  in  han- 
dling and  selling  such  fruit:  Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises  and  of  the  mutual  agreements  herein  contained,  it  is  hereby 
agreed  and  declared  as  follows : 

"(1)  The  Camors  Company  hereby  appoints  the  Fruit  Dispatch 
Company  its  sole  and  exclusive  agent  to  sell  all  fruit  imported  by  the 
Camors  Company  imported  from  Bocas  del  Tore  or  elsewhere,  to  New 
Orleans,  in  Louisiana,  or  Mobile,  in  Alabama,  or  elsewhere. 

"(2)  All  frujlt  of  the  Camors  Company  shall  be  sold  to  best  advan- 
tage free  on  board  cars  at  New  Orleans  or  Mobile  or  other  port  of 
oitry  under  the  direction  of  two  competent  persons,  one  selected  by 
the  manager  of  the  Camors  Company  (whose  services  shall-  be  paid 
for  by  the  Fruit  Dispatch  Company  at  such  amount  as  the  Camors 
Company  and  the  Fruit  Dispatch  Company  shall  agree),  and  all  fruit 
so  unsold  by  them  shall  be  shipped  or  consigned  by  said  Dispatch 
Company  for  sale  for  accouut  of  said  Camors  Company  to  such  points 
as  said  two  persons  shall  designate,  to  be  handled  as  they  may  direct. 

"(3)  Payments  for  the  fruit  sold  by  or  through  the  Fruit  Dispatch 
Company  shall  be  made  during  each  calendar  week  for  all  sales  com- 
pleted during  the  preceding  calendar  week.  The  Fruit  Dispatch 
(Company  shall  charge  five  per  cent,  on  the  selling  price  for  all  fruit 
sold  by  it. 

[ttO]  "(4)  This  contract  shall  remain  in  force  until  December  8, 
1909,  unleas  sooner  modified  by  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
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"  In  witness  whereof  the  parties  have  caused  these  presents  to  be 
signed  by  their  respective  officers  tliereto  duly  authorized,  this  27th 
day  of  January,  1900. 

"Fruit  Dispatch  Company, 

"  By  A.  W.  PresUm,  President. 
*'  Gamor8-McCk>nneli, 

"  By  A.  W.  Palmer,  President. 

••Attest:  Frank  Hendrick,  Secty." 

The  complainant  excepted  to  the  several  portions  of  the  answer 
hereinabove  set  out  between  quotation  marks,  as  irrelevant,  immate- 
rial, and  impertinent  to  the  issue.  The  court  referred  the  matter  to  n 
master,  and  he  sustained  the  exceptions.  The  defendant  excepted  to 
the  master's  report,  but  these  exceptions  were  overruled,  and  the 
action  of  the  court  in  overruling  the  exceptions  is  assigned  as  error. 
Evidence  was  taken,  and  the  case  came  on  for  final  hearing,  which 
resulted  in  the  decree  api^ealed  from,  perpetually  enjoining  the  de- 
fendant from  engaging  in  business  in  competition  with  the  business  of 
complainant  for  and  until  it  has  failed  to  show  a  profit  for  any  cal- 
endar year  after  the  year  1899. 

Gregory  L.  Smith  and  H,  T.  Smith,  for  appellant. 
Walker  B.  Spencer  and  Chas.  P.  Cocke,  for  appellee. 
Before  Pardee,  MgCormick,  and  Shixat,  Circuit  Judges. 

McCoRMicK,  Circuit  Judge,  after  stating  the  case  as  above, 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  question  in  this  case  which  we  deem  it  necessary  to 
consider  is:  Was  the  contract  between  the  parties  void  be- 
cause made  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  illegal  trust  or 
combination?  It  is  uniformly  conceded  that  such  a  defense 
as  this  is  a  very  dishonest  one,  and  that  it  lies  ill  in  the 
mouth  of  the  defendant  to  allege  it,  and  that  it  is  only 
allowed  for  public  considerations  and  in  order  the  better  to 
secure  the  public  against  dishonest  transactions.  But  that  to 
refuse  to  grant  either  party  to  an  illegal  contract  judicial  aid 
for  the  enforcement  of  his  alleged  ri^ts  under  it  tends 
strongly  toward  reducing  the  number  of  such  transactions  to 
a  minimum;  that  the  more  plainly  parties  understand  that, 
when  they  enter  into  contracts  of  this  nature,  they  place 
themselves  outside  the  protection  of  the  law,  so  far  as  that 
protection  consists  in  aiding  them  to  enforce  such  contracts, 
the  less  inclined  will  they  be  to  enter  into  them,  and  in  that 
way  the  public  will  secure  the  benefit  of  a  rigid  adherence  to 
the  law. 
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If  &e  writing  relied  upon  by  the  complainant  is  only  a 
portion  of  the  agreement  that  had  been  made  between  these 
parties,  as  the  answer  plainly  alleges,  although  their  agree- 
moit,  in  the  first  instance,  was  by  parol,  and  only  certain 
portions  of  it  were  subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  as 
averred  and  exhibited  by  that  portion  of  the  answer  which 
was  stricken  out,  the  whole  contract  is  none  the  less  one  and 
indivifiible,  just  as  though  it  had  all  been  put  in  writing.  If 
it  had  all  been  reduced  to  writing,  the  very  learned  counsel 
for  the  complainant  would  scarcely  have  argued  that  his 
ditBt  might  maintain  an  action  by  relying  on  that  part  of 
the  contract  which  he  claimed  was  valid,  and  might  discard 
or  omit  to  prove  that  portion  which  was  illegal.  If  the  con- 
tract be  as  averred  in  the  answer,  and  the  complainant  do 
not  prove  [331]  the  whole  of  it,  the  defendant  could  prove 
it,  as  well  the  part  lying  in  parol  as  that  which  was  reduced 
to  writing,  so  that  the  court  might,  upon  an  inspection  of  the 
whole  contract,  determine  therefrom  its  character.  The 
unity  of  the  contract  is  not  severed,  or  its  meaning  or  effect 
in  any  degree  altered,  by  putting  part  of  it  in  writing  and 
leaving  the  rest  in  parol.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that,  in 
so^  case,  to  grant  the  complainant  the  relief  which  it  here 
seeks  would  be,  in  substance,  to  enforce  an  illegal  contract 
and  one  which  is  illegal  because  it  is  against  public  policy  to 
permit  it  to  stand. 

What  we  have  thus  far  presented  is  adopted  almost  liter- 
ally from  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  in  McMuUen 
V.  Hoifman,  174  U.  S.  649,  19  Sup.  Ct.  839,  43  L.  Ed.  1117. 
That  learned  justice  had  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  the  cases  of  United  States  v.  Freight  Asso- 
ciation, 166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007,  and 
United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association^  171  U.  S.  605,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  25,  4S  L.  Ed.  259,  and  he  was  later  the  organ  of  the 
court  in  the  case  of  Addyston  Pipe  (&  Steel  Company  v. 
United  States^  176  U.  S.  211,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136, 
and  in  Montag^te  cfe  Company  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  88,  24  Sup. 
Ct  807,  48  L.  Ed.  608.  In  each  of  the  cases  cited,  but  espe- 
cially in  the  Joint  Traffic  Association  Case,  all  of  the  conten- 
tions which  have  been  urged  on  this  question  in  this  case  were 
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exhaustively   considered,   and,   we   think,   were   concluded 
against  the  contention  of  the  complainant  (appellee). 

Soon  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  5, 1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200],  the  questions  here 
involved  were  considered  by  the  Circuit  Court  in  this  circuit 
for  the  Eastern  district  of  Louisiana,  Judges  Pardee  and 
Billings  sitting  at  the  hearing,  on  an  application  for  equi- 
table relief  very  similar  to  the  relief  sought  in  this  case.  We 
quote,  from  the  syllabus,  the  following  language: 

"Defendant  and  bis  partner  sold  their  bakery  business  to  com- 
plainant corporation,  receiving  payment  in  its  stock,  and  defendant 
leased  to  it  the  pr^nises  where  the  business  was  condncted,  and  con- 
tracted to  carry  it  on  as  the  purchaser's  agent  for  a  salary.  After 
operating  under  this  arrangement  for  a  time,  he  repudiated  the  sale, 
resumed  business  under  the  old  firm  name,  and  refused  to  account  to 
complainant  The  bill  was  brought  to  enjoin  him  from  asserting  a 
hostile  claim,  for  an  accounting,  and  a  receiver.  Defendant  and  hta 
partner,  as  interroier,  filed  a  cross-bill  for  rescission  of  the  sale,  for 
fraudulent  representations,  and  tendered  back  the  stock.  Complain- 
ant was  practically  a  'trust,*  organized  to  monopolize  the  business, 
and  had  already  control  of  35  leading  bakeries  in  12  different  states. 
Held,  that  while  a  case  was  made  for  a  receiver,  pending  litigation 
between  ordinary  parties,  the  prayer  would  be  denied,  as  equity  would 
not  encourage  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  probably  Ulegal, 
nnder  Act  Cong.  July  2, 1880,  '  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopollea' "  American  Biscuit  d  Manufao- 
turing  Company  v.  Klotz  (C.  C.)  44  Fed.  721. 

It  is  contended  for  the  complainant  (appellee)  that,  if 
such  iniquity  exists  in  the  organization  of  that  company  as  is 
averred  by  the  answer,  the  remedy  is  by  direct  proceeding  by 
the  state  to  dissolve  it,  or  to  punish  the  guilty  parties.  In 
answer  to  this  contention,  we  commend  the  parties  who  make 
it  to  a  fuller  and  more  unbiased  study  of  the  reported  deci- 
sions we  have  cited.  It  is  also  urged  that  the  United  Fruit 
Company  is  not  a  party  to  this  proceeding,  and  that  there- 
fore the  matter  averred  may  not  be  considered  in  the  dispo- 
sition of  this  suit.  We  do  [332]  not  so  read  the  pleadings. 
The  bill  was  supplemented  by  the  answer.  It  is  the  function 
of  the  chancellor  to  look  through  the  form  to  the  substance 
of  the  matter  in  which  he  is  asked  to  act  Moreover,  this 
suggestion,  by  a  short  analysis  of  its  probable  practical  work- 
ing, resolves  itself  into  the  former  contention  which,  as  we 
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hmve  indicated,  we  consider  to  be  settled  against  the  com- 
plainant (appellee)  by  the  decisions  which  we  have  cited. 

The  averments  of  the  answer  show  that  the  United  Fruit 
Company  has  combined  and  dominates  substantially  all  of 
the  other  persons,  individuals,  firms,  or  corporations  engaged 
in  the  trade  of  importing  tropical  fruits  from  Central  and 
South  America  and  the  Antilles;  that  there  are  25  or  more 
constituent  agencies  in  this  combine  to  monopolize  the  pro- 
curing by  production  and  purchase,  and  the  carriage  and  dis- 
tribution to  consumers,  of  these  articles  in  universal  use. 
The  United  Fruit  Company,  which  dominates  all  of  them, 
may  act  only  through  some  one  or  more  of  them  in  its  deal- 
ings with  the  public  or  outsiders.  If,  therefore,  the  so-called 
separate  contracts  of  these  numerous  constituent  agencies 
can  and  must  be  enforced  by  our  courts  of  law  and  equity, 
the  public  policy  of  the  country  which  it  is  so  important  to 
protect  may  indeed  be  enforced  only  through  the  action  of 
the  state  as  a  party  to  a  direct  proceeding. 

The  cardinal  principles  of  jurisprudence  are  as  firmly  set- 
tled as  the  Ten  Commandments  and  the  Roman  Tablets,  but 
pleading,  practice,  and  procedure  must  grow  with  the  growth 
of  civilization  and  commerce.  The  present  and  threatened 
development  of  producing,  carrying,  and  trading  corpora- 
tions transcends  recorded  precedents.  Their  number,  dimen- 
sions, and  omniverous  character  have,  in  large  measure,  ab- 
sorbed or  devoured  individual  natural  persons  having  capac- 
ity and  inclinations  for  trade,  until  an  action  at  law  or  suit 
in  equity  is  rarely  reported  which  does  not  show  a  contest 
between  corporations  or  by  or  against  a  corporation  or  sys- 
tem of  corporations.  These  unnatural  persons,  as  they  may 
weU  be  called,  when  legally  organized,  and  while  conducting 
lawful  trade  in  a  lawful  manner,  have  the  right  to  judicial 
protection  and  relief,  in  like  measure  as  natural  persons  en- 
joy, and  are  subject  to  the  same  legal  and  equitable  limita- 
tions. The  state  may  and  will  bring,  in  its  courts,  actions 
and  suits  to  enforce  its  statute  laws  and  its  public  policy 
against  them,  when  necessity  requires,  to  the  extent  that 
time  and  opportunity  permit.  But  the  harvest  is  great,  the 
laborers  are  few,  and  time  is  short.  These  parties  are  won- 
dfirfolly  strong.    Age  does  not  impair  their  strength.    They 
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perennially  recruit  it  from  the  highest  ranks  of  the  legal 
profession,  with  veteran  experts  in  strategy  and  tactics,  both 
grand  and  elementary.  There  are  necessary  delays  in  litiga- 
tion, inherent  weaknesses  in  its  best  machinery,  obstructions 
will  supervene,  and  all  these  elements  are  capitalized  to  the 
last  extent  of  their  earning  capacity,  by  these  highly  organ- 
ized unnatural  persons,  who  decide  and  act  with  the  prompt- 
ness and  prescienoe  of  the  most  superior  human  intellect. 
Direct  proceedings  by  the  state  are  overtaxed.  The  courts, 
especially  the  courts  of  equity,  should  not  pose  always  as  the 
fabled  goddess,  but  keep  an  eye  single  to  these  exigent  con- 
ditions and  aid  the  state,  as  they  rightly  may,  by  withhold- 
ing help  or  grace  from  graceless  and  hurtful  dealings. 

[333]  Other  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  than  the 
leading  cases  we  have  cited  furnish  good  reasons  for,  and 
illustrations  of,  the  application  of  the  doctrine  now  deduced 
from  the  recent  statutes  and  the  ancient  common  law. 
Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States^  1»3  U.  S.  197,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679 ;  Svyift  dh  Co.  v.  Vfuted  States, 
196  U.  S.  375,  26  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  618.  A  recent  case 
reported  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth 
Circuit  treats  the  question  we  are  considering  with  great 
ability,  and  gives  the  result  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  with  a  clearness  and  force  most  persuasive  to  us. 
Continental  WaU  Paper  Co.  v.  Voight  dk  Sons  Co.  (C.  C.  A.) 
148  Fed.  939. 

We  conclude  that  the  lower  court  erred  in  sustaining  the 
exceptions  to  the  defendant's  answer;  that  the  decree  ap- 
pealed from  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  with  direction  to  overrule  the  exceptions, 
and  thereafter  to  proceed  agreeably  to  equity  and  the  views 
expressed  in  this  opinion. 

And  it  is  so  ordered. 

ON  RSHEARING. 

Per  curiam.  The  application  for  a  rehearing  is  denied. 
The  scope  and  effect  of  the  decree  of  reversal  is  to  reinstate 
the  parte  of  the  answer  which  were  stricken  out  by  the  circuit 
court.  The  record  shows  exactly  the  words  ol  the  answer, 
so  that  the  decree  cannot  be  misunderstood. 
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[726]  CILLEY  v.  UNITED  SHOE  MACHINERY  CO. 

(Gircnit  Court,  D,  Massachusetts.    February  13,  1907.) 

[152  Fed.  Bep.,  726.] 

MoNOFOUBS — Action  fob  Damagks  Under  Anti-Tbust  Law — ^Plbad- 
nre. — In  an  action  under  section  7,  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1880, 
c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202],  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injury  alleged  to  have  been  caused  to  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  contracts  made  by  defendant  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  and  an  attempt 
by  defendant  to  monopolize  such  trade  or  commerce,  or  a  part 
thereof,  in  violation  of  said  act,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  frame  the 
declaration  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  but  the  nature  and 
substance  of  the  contracts  relied  upon,  and  the  substantial  fiicts 
alleged  to  constitute  an  attempt  at  monopoly  must  be  pleaded  to 
enable  the  court  to  determine  whether  they  are  in  violation  of  the 
statute,  and  to  enable  the  defense  to  properly  prepare  to  meet  the 
charge.' 

AX  Law.    On  demurrer  to  declaration. 

Merritt  and  Merritt^  for  complainant. 

Wm.  H.  Coolidge  and  C.  A.  Eighty  for  defendant 

Colt,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  a  suit  brought  under  the  provisions  of  Act  Cong. 
July  2,  1890,  26  Stat.  209,  c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901, 
p.  3202],  in  which  the  defendant  is  charged  with  making 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral states  or  with  foreign  nations,  and  with  an  attempt  to 
monopoli2se  such  trade  or  commerce,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
has  been  injured  in  his  business  and  property.  Section  7  of 
the  act  provides  as  follows : 

•*Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit 
conrt  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant 
resides  or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy, 
and  diall  recover  three-fold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the 
costs  of  salt,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee.*' 


•  SyUabos  Copyrighted,  190T,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 ^14 


204  152  FEDERAL  BEPOBTEB,  727. 

Opialon  of  the  Ooort 

Among  the  things  forbidden  or  declared  unlawful  by  the 
act  are  "every  contract  *  *  *  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations," 
and  every  "  attempt  to  monopolize  "  such  trade  or  commerce. 

The  case  was  heard  on  demurrer  to  the  amended  declara- 
tion. The  grounds  of  demurrer  on  which  the  defendant 
relies  are  the  following : 

**{2)  The  declaration  is  Insufficient  In  that  it  is  too  juncertain,  vague, 
and  indefinite  to  enable  the  defendant  to  know  of  what  it  is  accused, 
of  what  damage  the  plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  to  what  it  should  direct 
its  defense. 

"(3)  The  declaration  fails  to  set  forth  with  substantial  certainty  the 
substantive  facts  necessary  to  show  that  the  defendant  has  been 
guilty  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act" 

[727]  The  material  averments  of  the  declaration  may  be 
summarized  as  follows:  The  plaintiff  is  a  manufacturer  of 
shoe  machinery,  and  is  engaged  in  manufacturing  and  sell- 
ing a  machine  for  sole  leveling  and  for  sole  laying,  known  as 
the  "  Universal  Leveler."  The  plaintiff  has  certain  interests 
in  patents  on  these  machines,  and  is  the  owner  of  machines 
manufactured  under .  these  patents.  The  defendant  is  en- 
gaged both  in  manufacturing  and  buying  shoe  machinery, 
and  now  owns  and  controls  the  shoe  machinery  necessary  to 
that  part  of  the  manufacture  of  boots  and  shoes  known  as 
bottoming.  The  defendant  ^'  has  made  divers  contracts  and 
agreements  with  a  great  number  of  manufacturers  of  boots 
and  shoes,  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  throughout  the  several 
states  and  in  foreign  countries."  By  the  terms  of  these  con- 
tracts and  agreements,  such  manufacturers  are  bound  to  use 
^o  machinery  except  such  as  is  furnished  to  them  by  the  de- 
fendant. By  the  terms  of  these  contracts  and  agreements 
the  use  by  such  manufacturers  of  the  plaintiff's  machines  is 
prohibited  and  prevented  if  sudi  manufacturers  use  any  one 
or  more  of  the  machines  furnished  by  the  defendant.  These 
contracts  and  agreements  are  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  among  the  several  states  and  with  foreign 
nations,  and  are  forbidden  by  the  act  of  Ckmgress  of  July  2, 
1890.  And,  further,  the  defendant,  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  is  attempting  to  monopolize  a  part  of  the  trade 
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or  ctmuneree  in  shoe  machinery  among  the  several  states,  and 
witii  foreign  nations  **  by  endeavoring  by  divers  means  and 
methods  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  to  compel  or  induce  all 
mannfactm^rB  of  boots  and  shoes  throughout  the  several 
states,  and  in  foreign  countries,  to  lease  or  otherwise  to  ac« 
quire  shoe  machinery  from  the  defendant  alone,  and  to  enter 
with  tile  defendant  into  contracts  and  agreements  as  afore- 
said; and  by  trading  and  disposing  throughout  the  several 
states  and  in  foreign  countries  of  certain  of  its  shoe  ma- 
diinery  of  which  it  has  sole  control  to  the  manufacturers  of 
boots  and  shoes,  by  means  of  contracts,  agreements,  written 
leases,  and  other  instruments;  the  terms  of  which  are  un- 
known to  the  plaintiff,  but  in  which  are  contained  divers 
agreements  and  conditions  made  by  and  between  the  defend- 
ant and  its  several  customers  and  lessees  substantiallv  as 
follows,  to  wit:  That  the  several  customers  and  lessees  will 
thereafter  acquire  shoe  machinery  from  the  defendant  alone; 
that  the  several  customers  and  lessees  will  not  use  any  ma- 
chines acquired  from  the  defendant  in  any  part  or  process 
of  the  manufacture  of  any  boot  or  shoe  if  any  other  part  or 
process  of  such  manufacture  shall  have  been  done  or  per- 
formed by  or  upon  any  machine  not  acquired  from  the 
defendant,"  which  "  contracts,  agreements,  written  leases,  and 
other  instruments  the  defendant,  by  divers  means  and 
methods  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  has  compelled  such  manu- 
facturers to  execute  and  the  agreements  and  conditions 
fliereof  and  therein  to  observe  and  keep." 

The  declaration  then  alleges  that  these  manufacturers  con- 
stitute the  sole  market  for  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  machines. 
The  declaration  farther  alleges  that,  by  reason  of  these  con- 
tracts, agreements,  written  leases,  and  other  instruments, 
customers  are  prevented  from  buying  or  leasing  the  plaintiff's 
machines,  that  by  these  means  the  plaintiff  has  been  deprived 
of  the  right  to  an  open  market,  and  prevented  from 
[728]  selling  or  leasing  his  property,  and  that  thereby  his 
business  has  been  destroyed,  and  his  property  rendered  of 
no  value. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade 
set  forth  in  the  declaration  are  described  as  ^^  divers  contracts 
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and  agreements  with  a  great  number  of  manuf actarers  of 
boots  and  shoes  throughout  the  several  states  and  in  foreign 
countries,"  by  the  terms  of  which  such  manu&cturers  are 
bound  to  use  no  shoe  machinery  except  such  as  is  furnished 
by  the  defendant,  and  are  prohibited  from  using  the  plain- 
tiff^s  machines  if  they  use  the  machines  furnished  by  the 
defendant.  It  will  also  be  observed  that  the  attempt  to 
monopolize  trade  or  commerce  set  forth  in  the  declaration  is 
described  as  endeavoring,  ''by  divers  means  and  methods 
unknown  to  the  plaintiff,"  to  compel  all  manufacturers  to 
acquire  shoe  machinery  from  the  defendant  alone,  or,  ''  by 
means  of  contracts,  agreements,  written  leases,  and  other 
instruments,"  to  acquire  shoe  machinery  from  the  defendant 
alone,  and  not  to  use  any  machines  acquired  from  the  defend- 
ant if  any  other  part  or  process  in  shoe  manufacture  shall  be 
done  on  any  machine  not  acquired  from  the  defendant 

It  is  manifest  that  these  averments  are  of  the  most  general 
character.  No  specific  reference  is  made  to  any  contract  or 
contracts  in  restnint  of  trade  entered  into  by  the  defendant, 
and  no  definite  description  is  given  of  the  terms  of  such 
contract  or  contracts.  The  declaration  is  also  wanting  in  any 
definite  description  of  the  acts  or  c(»itracts  which  constitute 
an  attempt  to  monopolize  trade  or  commerce.  Presumably 
the  defendant  has  made  many  contracts  with  manufacturers, 
and,  before  being  required  to  plead,  it  is  entitled  to  know 
upon  what  contracts  the  plaintiff  relies,  and  the  nature  of 
those  contracts.  So,  also,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have 
pointed  out  the  substantial  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
bases  his  allegation  of  an  attempt  to  monopolize  trade  or 
commerce;  and,  if  this  attempt  to  monopolize  is  founded 
upon  contracts  or  leases,  the  material  parts  of  these  contracts 
or  leases  should  be  set  forth  in  the  declaration. 

Again,  the  declaration  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
owner  of  certain  interests  in  patents  relating  to  shoe  machin- 
ery. It  also  alleges  that  the  defendant  owns  and  controls 
certain  shoe  machinery.  These  and  other  allegations  in  the 
declaration  indicate  that  the  defendant's  control  of  shoe 
machinery  is  also  based  upon  patents.  If  the  defendant's 
contracts  with  manufacturers  are  based  upon  patent  rights, 
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this  &ct  should  appear^  because  contracts  with  respect  to 
patents  are,  as  a  general  rule,  outside  £he  doctrine  of  restraint 
of  trade,  both  at  common  law  and  under  the  federal  statute. 

In  my  opinion,  the  averments  in  this  declaration  are  too 
uncertain,  vague,  and  indefinite  to  enable  the  defendant 
properly  to  prepare  its  defense,  or  to  enable  the  court  to 
determine  whether  the  alleged  offenses  are  within  the  statute. 

Under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  frame 
the  declaration  in  the  words  of  the  statute.  The  statute  does 
not  set  forth  the  elements  of  the  offenses  which  are  forbid- 
den ;  and,  further,  there  may  be  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade 
between  the  states  or  with  foreign  countries,  and  attempts  to 
monopolize  such  trade  or  commerce,  which  are  not  within  the 
statute.  These  circumstances  make  it  imperative  [729]  that 
the  substance  of  the  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  or  the 
substantial  facts  which  constitute  the  attempt  to  monopolize, 
sliould  be  set  forth  in  the  declaration.  These  principles  are 
well  settled  by  the  authorities. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Greene  (C.  C.)  52  Fed.  104,  111,  Judge 
Jackson  said : 

**  The  act  does  not  undertake  to  define  what  constitutes  a  contract, 
combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade»  and  recourse  must 
therefore  be  had  to  the  common  iaw  for  the  proper  definition  of  these 
general  terms,  and  to  ascertain  whether  the  acts  charged  come  within 
the  statute." 

In  United  States  v.  Patterson  (C.  C.)  55  Fed.  605,  Judge 
Putnam  said: 

*'  This  statute  is  not  one  of  the  class  where  it  is  always  sufficient  to 
declare  in  the  words  of  the  enactment,  as  it  does  not  set  forth  all  the 
elements  of  a  crime.  A  contract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade 
may  be  not  only  not  illegal,  but  praiseworthy;  as,  where  parties  at- 
tempt to  engross  the  market  by  furnishing  the  best  goods,  or  the 
cheapest.  So  that  ordinarily  a  case  cannot  be  made  under  the  statute 
unless  the  means  are  shown  to  be  illegal,  and  therefore  it  Is  ordinarUy 
necessary  to  declare  the  means  by  which  it  Is  intended  to  engross  or 
monopolize  the  market.  And  by  the  well-settled  rules  of  pleading  it 
is  not  snfiilclent  to  allege  the  means  in  general  language,  but,  if  it  is 
claimed  that  the  means  used  are  illegal,  enough  must  be  set  out  to 
enable  the  court  to  see  that  they  are  so,  and  to  enable  the  def^ise  to 
properly  prepare  to  meet  the  charge  against  it** 
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In  the  case  of  Rice  v.  Standard  Oil  Company  (C.  C.)  184 

Fed.  464,  466,  the  courl  said : 

*'  It  Is  apparent  tluit  mere  proof  that  ttte  defandant  bas  entered  Into 
a  contract  or  engaged  in  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
support  a  cause  of  action  under  the  seventh  section,  for  there  must, 
in  addition  thereto,  be  proof  that  the  plaintiff  has,  by  reason  thereof, 
sustained  damage.'  In  his  declaration,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  must 
aver  not  only  fscts  showing  such  a  contract  or  combination  or  con- 
spiracy as  Is  declared  by  the  act  to  be  unlawful,  bat  fscts  shewing 
that  by  reason  of  such  unlawful  thing  he  has  been  injured  in  his 
business  or  property." 

In  Bement  v.  Natiorud  Harrow  Company^  186  U.  S.  70,  92, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  747, 756, 46  L.  Ed.  1058,  the  court  said  : 

"  That  statute  clearly  does  not  refer  to  tliat  kind  <tf  a  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce  which  may  arise  from  reasonable  and  legal  con- 
ditions imjposed  upon  the  assignee  or  licensee  of  a  patent  by  the  owner 
thereof,  restricting  the  terms  upon  which  the  article  may  be  used  and 
the  price  to  be  demanded  therefor.  Such  a  construction  of  the  act  we 
have  no  doubt  was  never  contemplated  by  its  framers.*' 

See,  also,  In  re  Coming  (D.  C.)  51  Fed.  205 ;  United  States 
V.  Nelson  (D.  C.)  52  Fed.  646;  Otis  Elevator  Co.  v.  Geiger 
(C.  C.)  107  Fed.  131. 

Demurrer  sustained. 


[864]  WHEELER-STENZEL  CO.  v.  NATIONAL  WIN- 
DOW  GLASS  JOBBERS  ASS'N. 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit.    February  28,  1907.) 

[152  Fed.  Rep.  864.] 

Monopolies — Contbacts  and  Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Inteb- 
STATE  coMiiEBCE — COMBINATIONS  Pbohibited. — ^A  declaration  alleged 
that  defendant  corporation  was  engaged  in  purchasing  and  con- 
tracting for  the  purchase  of  window  glass  from  the  manufacturers 
for  certain  named  jobbers  and  wholesale  dealers  doing  business  in 
different  states,  who  owned  practically  aU  of  defendant's  stock  and 
[865]  controlled  it;  that  such  dealers  comprised  over  75  per  cent 
of  all  those  in  the  United  States,  and  sold  more  than  75  per  cent 
of  the  window  glass  sold  therein;  that  up  to  a  certain  date  they 
were  uncombined,  and  competed  freely  with  each  other  and  with 
other  wholesale  dealers,  but  that  on  such  date  defendant  entered 
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Into  a  oombinatioii  and  agNemeDt  witli  them  and  with  a  manu- 
fkcturer  which  owned  and  operated  factories  In  different  states  and 
manutectnied  70  per  cent  of  all  the  window  glass  made  In  the 
United  States,  by  which  dtfendant  and  such  dealers  agreed  to  bu^^ 
window  glass  from  no  other  manufactursr  unless  at  materially 
lower  prices,  and  such  manufacturer  agreed  to  sell  to  no  other  deal- 
ers, except  at  higher  prices  than  It  charged  them ;  that  such  agree- 
moit  further  limited  the  quantity  of  window  glass  to  be  purchased 
by  each  of  such  dealers  to  such  as  should  be  arbitrarily  fixed  by 
defendant  and  the  manufacturer,  and  also  gave  them  the  power  to 
arbitrarily  fix  excessive  and  unreasonable  prices  which  were  to  be 
charged  retail  dealers,  which  prices  such  wholesale  dealers  agreed 
to  observe  under  penalty  of  fines  to  be  assessed  against  and  paid  by 
them;  that  It  further  restricted  and  limited  the  territory  withio 
which  each  of  such  dealers  should  sell  to  retail  dealers,  the  object 
and  effect  of  such  combination  and  agreement  being  to  restrain  In- 
terstate commerce  in  window  glass,  to  destroy  competition  therein, 
and  to  practically  monopolize  the  same,  especially  In  the  better 
grades,  which  were  practically  all  made  by  such  manufacturer. 
Heldy  that  the  declaration  diarged  a  contract  or  combluation  In 
restraint  of  Interstate  comm^ce,  in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Ck)mp.  St  1901,  p.  3202], 
which,  as  construed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  makes  unlawful  any 
contract  or  combination  In  restraint  of  such  trade  or  commerce, 
and  not  merely  those  which  are  In  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade 
and  therefore  Illegal  at  common  law." 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  In  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies, 
S  13.1 
Same — ^Btoht  or  Action  for  Damages. — ^A  contract  or  combination 
in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  prohibited  by  Anti-Trust  Act 
July  2,  1800,  c.  047,  20  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202],  is 
not  merely  illegal  In  the  sense  that  it  is  not  enforceable,  but  is  per 
se  unlawful,  and  one  who  Is  harmed  in  his  business  or  property  by 
such  a  contract  or  combination  has  suffered  a  legal  injury,  within 
the  meaning  of  section  7  of  the  act,  and  Is  by  such  section  given  a 
right  of  action  therefor. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  cases  In  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies, 

§  18.] 
Same — Pleading. — ^Where  a  declaration  sufficiently  charges  a  contract 
or  combination  on  the  part  of  defendants  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  States,  in  violation  of  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  047,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1001,  p.  3202],  general 
allegations  showing  that  the  result  of  such  contract  or  combina- 
tion was  to  deprive  plaintiff  of  customers,  and  prevent  It  from 
making  a  profit  in  its  legitimate  business  as  theretofore,  are  suffl- 


•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 


210  152  FEDEBAL  BEPOBTEB,  866. 

Opinion  of  the  Ooort 

dent  to  support  an  action  for  treble  damages,  under  section  7  of 
the  act. 

[Ed.  Note.— Rights  and  liabilities  of  parties  contracting  with 
trusts  or  combinations -in  restraint  of  trade,  see  note  to  Ohioago 
Wall  Paper  MiUs  v.  General  Paper  Co.,  78  C.  O.  A.  612.] 

In  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  New  Jersey. 
H.  P.  Lindaburyj  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Theodore  W.  Morris^  jr.,  for  defendant  in  error. 
Before  Daixas,  Gray,  and  Butfington,  Circuit  Judges. 

Gray,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  suit  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  the  court 
below,  to  recover  treble  damages,  etc.,  from  the  [866]  de- 
fendant in  error,  under  section  7  of  the  act  of  Congress,  en- 
titled ''An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlaw- 
ful restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved  July  2,  1890,  com- 
monly called  the  "  Sherman  "  or  "Anti-Trust "  act.  Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p. 
3202].  The  first  and  seventh  sections  of  this  act  are  those 
with  which  we  are  here  concerned,  and  are  as  follows: 

"  Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  In.  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  lUegaL 
Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  In  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shaU  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five 
thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by 
both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

'*  Sec.  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property 
by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden 
or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  District  in  which  the  defendant 
resides  or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and 
shall  recover  three  fold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs 
of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts,  one  based  upon  an 
alleged  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade, 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  the  other 
upon  an  alleged  contract  or  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade, 
likewise  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  said  act.     In  other 
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respects,  the  two  ooonts  are  the  same.    The  first  is  sufficiently 
set  forth  in  the  margin.* 

To  this  dedaration,  the  defendant  interposed  a  demurrer, 
stating  the  f oUowing  grounds  therefor : 

"(l)  Tbe  said  plaintiff  has  not  in  the  said  declaration  or  in  either 
of  the  connta  of  its  said  declaration  alleged  facts  showing  that  it  has 
been  injured  in  its  business  or  property  by  the  said  defendant  by  rea- 
son  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  the  act  of 
Gongresa  of  the  United  States  referred  to  in  the  said  declaration,  and 
entitled  *An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopoUes,'  approved  July  2d,  1800. 

"(2)  The  said  plaintiff  has  not  in  the  said  declaration  or  in  either 
of  the  counts  of  the  said  declaration  alleged  any  fact  or  facts  consti- 
tuting a  Tiolation  by  the  defendant  of  any  provision  or  provisions  of 
the  said  act  of  Congress,  or  any  fact  or  facts  which  bring  the  defend- 
ant within  the  condemnation  of,  or  subject  the  defendant  to  any 
penalty  or  penalties  imposed  by  the  said  act,  or  which  in  any  wise 
rendered  the  defendant  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  any  damages. 

*'(3)  The  said  plaintiff  haa  not  in  the  said  declaration,  or  in  either 
of  the  counts  thereof,  alleged  any  contract,  combination  in  the  form 
of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  made  or  Altered  into  by  the  de* 
fendant  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
or  with  foreign  nations  in  violation  of  the  said  act  of  Congress. 

"(4)  The  said  plaintiff  has  not  in  the  said  declaration  or  in  either 
of  the  counts  of  the  said  declaration  alleged  any  facts  showing  that 
the  defoidant  has  monopolized  or  attempted  to  monopolize,  or  com- 
bined or  conspired  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopoUze, 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations,  in  violation  of  the  said  act  of  Congress. 

"(5)  The  plaintiff  has  not  in  the  said  declaration  or  in  either  of  the 
counts  of  the  said  declaration,  alleged  any  facts  showing  that  it  has 
suffered  any  damage  by  reason  of  any  of  the  acts  or  facts  complained 
of  in  the  said  declaration. 

"(6)  That  for  the  reasons  and  in  the  particulars  aforesaid,  the  said 
declara[867]tion  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  defendant." 

After  argument,  the  demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  court 
below,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  in  its 
declaration,  shown  that  it  was  injured  or  had  been  damaged 
by  any  of  the  acts  of  conspiracy,  combination  or  agreement 
stated  in  the  declaration,  without  referring  to  the  point  that 
the  contract,  combination  or  conspiracy  set  forth  in  the 
declaration  was  not  in  violation  of  the  anti-trust  act,  except 

'  See  note  at  end  of  case. 
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to  say  ^^  that  such  argument  was  only  incidentally  made  but 
not  insisted  upon,"  Judgment  was  rendered  by  the  court 
sustaining  the  demurrer,  and  the  writ  of  error  thereto  sued 
out  by  the  plaintiff  below  brings  the  record  into  this  court. 
The  assignments  of  error  may  be  taken  as  presenting  the  fol- 
lowing questicms: 

First.  Whether,  as  is  contended  by  defendant  in  error  to 
be  true,  the  plaintiff  fails  to  allege  in  the  declaration  any- 
thing forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  in  the  so-called 
anti-trust  act,  by  reason  of  which  any  alleged  injury  or 
damage  has  resulted  to  itself. 

Second.  Whether,  as  is  contended  by  defendant  in  error  to 
be  true,  the  declaration  fails  to  allege  or  show  any  legal 
injury  to  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  does  not  state  a  cause 
of  action  either  at  common  law  or  under  the  statute. 

Third.  Whether,  as  is  contended  by  defendant  in  error  to 
be  true,  the  declaration  fails  to  state  facts  showing  that  the 
plaintiff  sustained  any  damage  whatever  by  reason  of  any  act 
of  the  defendant. 

The  first  of  these  questions  confronts  us  at  the  threshold 
of  our  inquiry.  If  the  conduct  and  acts  of  the  defendant, 
as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  do  not  constitute  and  show  on 
their  face  a  contract,  combination  or  conspiracy,  as  denounced 
in  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  above  referred  to, 
then  the  essential  foundation  of  the  action,  authorized  by  the 
seventh  section  of  said  act,  is  wanting.  Turning  then  to 
plaintiff's  declaration,  as  set  out  in  the  record,  do  we  find  a 
sufficient  statement  of  such  a  contract  or  combination  ?  From 
a  careful  survey  of  this  pleading,  it  seems  very  clear,  that 
the  combination  or  contract  complained  of,  by  its  obvious 
scope,  and  by  the  exigency  of  its  terms,  concerned  the  pur- 
chase and  sale  of  window  glass  between  manufacturers  m  cer- 
tain states  and  dealers  in  other  different  statas,  which  is  the 
very  definition  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  states. 
Addyaton  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  v.  U.  5.,  175  U.  S.  211,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136;  Montague  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38,  47, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  307,  48  L.  Ed.  608. 

Indeed  this  is  not  here  denied.  Relating,  therefore  as  it 
did,  to  commerce  among  the  states,  was  the  combination  or 
contract  described  and  set  out  in  the  declaration,  in  restraint 
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of  thftt  trade  and  oemmeroe  within  tlie  meaning  of  section 
1  of  the  act! 

The  Beop%  4ii  this  question  has  been  much  narrowed  by  the 
later  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  In  the  early  cases  in 
the  federal  courts,  the  purpose  of  the  act  was  held  to  be  ap- 
plicable only  to  those  contracts  which  were  unlawful  at  com- 
mon  law,  but  which  require  the  sanction  of  a  federal  statute, 
in  (»^r  to  be  dealt  with  in  a  federal  court.  U.  S.  v.  Freight 
A»f%  166  U,  S.  290,  827, 17  Sop.  a.  640,  [868]  41  L.  Ed. 
1007.  It  was  hdd,  therefore,  that  only  sudi  combinations  or 
contracts  as  were  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  and 
therefore  at  common  law  illegal,  were  aimed  at  by  the  statute, 
whose  true  meanii^  was  in  consonance  with  the  language  of 
ila  title,  viz.,  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawfnl  restraints  and  monopolies."  In  the  case  above  re- 
ferred to,  however  (Z7.  S.  v.  Freight  Ass^n)^  the  Supreme 
Court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  says :  "  The  term  " 
(in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce)  "  is  not  of  such  limited 
signification."  Having  stated  that  the  language  used  in  the 
title  refers  to  and  inclndes,  and  was  intended  to  include,  those 
restraints  and  monopolies  which  are  made  unlawful  in  the 
body  of  tha  atotute,  the  opinkm  proceeds : 

"Contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  liave  been  known  and  spoken  of 
for  hundreds  of  years  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  and  tlie 
term  includes  an  kinds  of  those  contracts  which  in  fact  restrain  or 
may  restrain  trade.  Some  of  such  contracts  have  been  held  void  and 
onenforceable  in  the  courts  by  reason  of  their  restraint  being  unrea- 
sonable, whMe  others  have  been  held  valid  because  they  were  not  of 
tkat  nature.  A  contract  may  be  in  restraint  of  trade  and  stiU  be 
valid  at  comaioa  law.  Althoun^  valid,  it  is  nevertheless  a  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade,  and  would  be  so  described  either  at  common  law 
or  elsewhere.  By  the  simple  use  of  the  term  '  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,'  all  contracts  of  that  nature,  whether  valid  or  otherwise,  would 
be  InclBded,  and  not  alone  that  kind  of  contract  which  was  invalid 
and  nnenforeeable  as  being  in  unieesonable  restraint  of  trade.  When, 
theMfMe,  the  body  of  an  act  pronounces  as  illegal  every  contract  or 
combination  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  etc.,  the  plain  and  ordinary  meaning  of  such  language  Is  not 
United  to  that  kind  of  contract  alone  which  is  in  unreasonable 
iesUalPt  of  trade,  but  all  contracts  are  included  in  such  langunge, 
and  no  exception  or  limitation  can  be  added  without  placing  in  the 
ael  tlMt  which  has  been  omitted  by  Congress." 
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Every  contract  or  combination,  therefore,  whether  reason- 
able or  unreasonable,  which  directly  restrains  or  which  neces- 
sarily operates  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
states,  is  denomiced  and  made  unlawful  by  the  act  The 
Supreme  Court  has  also  decided  that  a  contract  or  combina- 
tion, whose  object  or  necessary  result  is  to  destroy  competi- 
tion in  whole  or  in  part,  in  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
states,  is  in  restraint  thereof,  and  therefore  within  the  inhibi- 
tion of  the  act  Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  J7.  5.,  193  U.  S. 
197, 24  Sup.  Ct.  436, 48  L.  Ed.  679.  In  this  case,  the  Supreme 
Court,  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  says : 

"  In  all  the  prior  cases  in  this  court,  the  Anti-Trust  Act  has  been 
construed  as  forbidding  any  combination  which,  by  its  necessary 
operation,  destroys  or  restricts  free  competition  among  those  aigaged 
in  interstate  commerce;  in  other  words,  that  to  destroy  or  restrict 
free   competition    in    interstate   commerce,    was    to    restrain    such 


commerce." 


And  it  was  held  that  such  was  the  proper  construction  of 
the  act,  and  that  so  interpreted  it  was  within  the  constitu- 
tional power  of  Congress  to  enact  under  the  commerce  clause 
of  the  Constitution.    The  opinion  then  continues : 

**  Whether  a  free  operation  of  the  normal  laws  of  competition  Is  a 
wise  and  wholesome  rule  for  trade  and  commerce,  is  an  economic 
question,  which  this  court  need  not  consider  or  determine.  *  *  * 
Be  all  this  as  it  may.  Congress  has,  in  effect,  recognlased  the  rule  of 
free  competition  by  declaring  illegal  every  combination  or  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  interstate  and  International  commerce." 

[869]  It  is  true  that,  in  this  case,  the  court  were  dealing 
with  what  was  held  to  be  a  combination  between  two  railway 
companies,  the  necessary  operation  of  which  would  tend  to 
destroy  competition  between  them,  as  to  the  rates  at  which 
commodities  would  be  carried  from  state  to  state.  But,  if 
the  interpretation  given  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  act 
is  applicable  to  those  who  control  the  mere  instrumentalities 
of  interstate  commerce,  such  as  common  carriers  are  held  to 
be,  a  fortiori  it  is  applicable  to  those  who  initiate,  carry  on 
and  control  that  commerce  itself.  V,  S,  v.  Joint  Traffic 
A88\  171  U.  S.  505, 19  Sup.  Ct.  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259;  Addyston 
Pipe  <fk  Steel  Co.  v.  U.  5.,  175  U.  S.  211,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44 
L.  Ed.  136 ;  Swift  ct  Co.  v.  U.  5.,  196  U.  S.  875,  25  Sup.  Ct 
276,  49  L.  Ed.  518. 
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The  declaration  is  long  and  somewhat  redundant  in 
phraseology  and  statement.  Much  of  it  is  taken  up  with 
matter  of  inducement,  as  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  wholesale 
dealer  and  jobber  in  window  glass,  doing  business  at  Boston, 
a  large  part  of  which  consisted  of  trade  in  window  glass 
among  the  several  states;  that  the  defendant  is  and  was  a 
corporation  engaged  in  purchasing  window  glass  or  obtain- 
ing contracts  for  the  purchase  of  window  glass  for  manu- 
facturers in  certain  specified  states,  for  certain  jobbers  and 
wholesale  dealers  doing  business  in  other  states  and  specified 
in  a  list  set  forth;  that  these  wholesale  dealers  owned  a 
large  majority  of  the  stock  in  and  controlled  the  defendant 
corporation ;  that  the  American  Window  Glass  Company,  up 
to  the  time  of  the  combination  complained  of,  owned  and 
op^*ated  factories  in  certain  specified  states,  and  sold  and 
delivered  its  product  to  wholesale  dealers  in  each  of  the 
states,  and  was  thereby  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  that 
the  plaintiff  had  had  large  dealings  with  the  said  American 
Window  Glass  Company  and  imported  its  product  into  Mas- 
sachusetts and  sold  it  in  the  New  England  states,  where  win- 
dow glass  m  not  manufactured;  that  the  wholesale  dealers 
specified  constituted  more  than  75  per  cent,  of  the  jobbers 
and  veholesale  dealers  in  window  glass  in  the  United  States, 
and  had  more  than  75  per  cent,  of  the  wholesale  business ;  and 
that,  prior  to  the  acts  complained  of,  the  wholesale  dealers 
specified  were  uncombined,  and  were  buying  window  glass  in 
competition  with  each  other  and  with  other  wholesale  dealers, 
and  selling  such  glass  in  open  competition  to  retail  dealers  in 
the  several  states,  including  the  New  England  States  and 
New  York. 

The  declaration  then  proceeds  to  allege : 

"  That  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  Febmarj  In  the  year  nineteen  hnn* 
dred  and  thereafter  continuously  until  the  fourth  day  of  August,  In 
the  year  nineteen  hundred  and  three,  In  order  unreasonably  to  restrain 
trade  and  commerce  In  window  glass  among  the  several  states,  and  with 
Intent  to  absorfo  and  monopolize  the  Inter-state  trade  and  commerce  In 
window  glass,  and  to  stifle  and  put  an  end  to  competition  In  such 
trade ;  and  In  order  to  control  and  restrict  the  output,  and  to  control 
and  regulate  the  prices  of  window  glass  manufactured  and  sold  In 
and  among  the  several  states,  and  to  Increase  and  arbitrarily  fix  the 
prices  at  which  window  glass  should  be  sold  In  trade  and  commerce 
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among  the  several  states,  independent  of  the  natural  maricet  prioe  of 
such  glass;  and  to  enable  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove 
named  to  obtain  excessive  and  unreasonable  prices  in  trade  and  com- 
merce in  window  glass  among  the  several  states,  and  to  enable  these 
dealers  to  obtain  substantially  all  tiie  window  glass  of  the  best  quality 
manufactured  in  the  United  States  [870]  and  prevent  all  other 
wholesale  dealers  and  Jobbers  from  obtalniJig  snch  glass  except  at 
unreasonable  prices  much  higher  than  the  prices  paid  by  the  said 
wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named,  the  defendant  corporation  com- 
bined and  conspired  with  the  American  Window  Glass  Ck)mpany  and 
with  the  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named,  unreasonably  to  re- 
strain, and  in  pursuance  of  this  combination  and  conspiracy,  did 
unreasonably  restrain,  *  *  *  by  restricting  the  sale  of  all  of  the 
glass  manufactured  by  the  American  Window  Glass  Compaiiy  to  the 
wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid,  except  at  unreasonable  prices, 
from  two  and  one-half  per  cent,  to  five  i>er  cent,  higher  than  the  prices 
charged  to  these  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid,  by  arbitrarily 
fixing  unreasonable  and  excessive  prices  to  be  charged  by  these  whole- 
sale dealers  named  as  aforesaid,  to  retail  dealers  in  window  glass 
throughout  the  United  States,  by  restricting  and  limiting  the  quantity 
of  window  glass  to  be  purchased  by  each  of  the  said  wholesale  dealers 
hereinabove  named  to  quantities  to  be  arbitrarily  determined  by  the 
defendant  and  the  American  Window  Glass  Company ;  by  the  refusal 
of  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid  to  purchase  any  window 
glass  from  any  other  manufacturer  than  the  American  Hv^indow  Glass 
Company  except  at  prices  at  least  five  per  cent,  below  the  prices 
charged  by  it,  which  lower  prices  were  less  than  the  cost  of  manu- 
facturing such  glass ;  by  establishing  rules  and  regulations  forbidding 
the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  from  selling  window 
glass  to  other  wholesale  dealers  at  prices  lower  than  the  prices  fixed 
under  penalty  of  pecuniary  fines  to  which  each  of  the  said  wholesale 
dealers  hereinabove  named  agreed  with  each  other  and  with  the 
defendant  corporation  to  become  liable;  by  mutually  agreeing  to  refuse 
to  purchase  any  window  glass  at  any  price  from  any  manufacturer 
who  should  not  close  his  factories  and  restrict  the  output  of  window 
glass  produced  by  him  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  such 
restrictions  of  output  should  be  arbitrarily  imposed  by  the  American 
Window  Glass  Company;  and  by  restricting  and  fixing  the  territory 
within  which  each  of  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named 
should  sell  window  glass  to  retail  dealers,  so  that  none  of  them  should 
sell  to  any  retail  dealer  in  any  other  territory  except  under  arbitrary 
restrictions  imposed  by  the  defendant  corporation." 

We  think,  in  the  language  quoted,  there  is  sufficiently 
averred  the  existence  of  a  contract  or  combination,  to  which 
the  defendant  was  a  party,  which,  by  its  necessary  operation, 
was  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  window 
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glass.  It  was  obviously  designed  to  destroy  or  minimize 
OMnpetition  between  certain  wholesalers  and  jobbers  in  win- 
dow glass,  alleged  to  be  75  per  cent,  of  the  whole  number  so 
engaged  in  the  United  States,  and,  in  the  language  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  "to  destroy  or  restrict  free  competition  in 
interstate  commerce  is  to  restrain  such  commerce."  It  is 
argued  with  much  force  and  ingenuity  by  the  defendant  in 
error,  that  the  combination  set  out  in  the  declaration,  was 
only  an  agreement  by  which  a  certain  number  of  wholesalers 
were  to  trade  exclusively  with  a  certain  manufacturer,  with 
the  reciprocal  understanding  that  the  manufacturer  was  to 
sell  to  no  one  else,  except  fit  a  price  higher  than  that  paid  by 
the  parties  to  the  contract;  that  this  was,  in  effect,  nothing 
more  than  an  agreement  to  sell  to  one  person  or  to  several  at 
a  price  advantagebusly  lower  than  the  general  price,  on  con- 
dition that  such  person  or  persons  would  buy  exclusively 
from  the  manufacturer  so  agreeing.  In  other  words,  the 
Am^ican  Window  Glass  Company  had  the  right  to  select 
its  customiars  and  charge  one  price  to  one  and  another  price 
to  another.  It  had  the  right  to  offer  certain  inducements  to 
certain  customers  in  exchange  for  their  exclusive  trade.  And 
it  had  the  right  to  do  all  or  any  of  these  things.  But  it  is 
always  to  be  borne  in  mind,  in  considering  arguments  of  this 
kind,  that  the  act  of  Congress  has  [871]  made,  and  was  in- 
tended to  make,  illegal,  many  sorts  of  contracts  and  agree- 
ments that  prior  thereto  were  not  only  leg^l,  but  were 
regarded  as  nneritorious  and  beneficial,  and  has  materially 
restricted  the  area  within  which  freedom  of  contract  may  be 
exercised. 

There  is  something  more,  however,  set  forth  in  the  decla- 
ration affecting  the  character  and  operation  of  this  contract. 
Prices  to  retail  dealers  were  to  be  arbitrarily  fixed  by  those 
wholesale  dealers,  to  which  prices  they  were  all  required  to 
conform.  The  quantity  of  glass  to  be  purchased  by  each  of 
said  wholesale  dealers  was  to  be  arbitrarily  determined  by  the 
American  Window  Glass  Company,  and  they  were  to  be  pro- 
hibited from  purchasing  from  any  manufacturer  who  should 
not  close  his  factories  and  restrict  the  output  of  glass  when 
and  as  required  so  to  do  by  the  American  Window  Glass 
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Company.  These  stipulations  clearly  tended  toward  the  ere* 
ation  of  a  monopoly,  and  if  adhered  to  and  carried  out,  mani- 
festly restricted  the  scope  of  competition  in  the  commodity 
referred  to.  It  may  be  quite  true,  that  such  an  agreement 
would  have  been  valid  at  common  law,  or  if  invalid  as  to  the 
parties,  would  not  have  been  illegal,  but  the  act  of  Congress 
has  affected  it  with  illegality,  so  far  as  the  trade  or  commerce 
restrained  by  it  is  interstate  in  its  character.  We  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  contract  or  combination  set  out  in  the 
declaration  is  one  in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the 
Anti-Trust  Act,  and  that  an  action  properly  accrues  under 
the  seventh  section  to  any  one  who  has  been  injured  in  his 
business  or  property  by  reason  thereof. 

We  come  now  to  the  second  question  raised  by  the  assign- 
ments. It  is  strenuously  insisted  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendant,  that  unless  the  injury  to  plaintiff's  business 
or  property,  alleged  in  the  declaration  and  for  which  he 
brings  suit,  is  a  legal  injury,  plaintiff  does  not  state  a  cause 
of  action  under  the  statute.  At  great  length,  both  in  oral 
argument  and  in  defendant's  brief,  it  has  been  urged  that 
the  word  '^injured,"  in  the  seventh  section  of  the  statute, 
is  used  in  a  technical  sense,  and  imports  an  injury  as  rec(^- 
nized  at  conmion  law,  that  is,  as  a  harm  inflicted  by  commis- 
sion of  a  wrong  or  tort;  that  injury  and  damage  are  differ- 
ent legal  concepts,  and  the  one  should  not  be  confounded 
with  the  other.  Abstractly,  this  is  all  true,  and  the  phrase, 
^'  damnum  absque  injuria,"  so  often  recurring  in  legal  dis* 
cussion,  serves  to  emphasize  the  distinction  on  which  de- 
fendant's counsel  insists.  In  support  of  the  proposition,  that 
no  legal  injury  resulting  to  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  de- 
fendant's violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Law,  has  been  or  can 
be  alleged  by  plaintiff,  it  is  contended  that  at  common  law, 
agreements  in  restraint  of  trade,  however  clearly  established, 
unless  unreasonable  in  themselves,  were  not  illegal,  and  if  no 
unlawful  means  were  practiced  to  carry  them  into  execution, 
no  action  accrued  to  one  who  claims  to  have  been  harmed 
thereby.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  Mogul  Steamship  Co.  v. 
McGregor  (as  finally  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords,  In 
December,  1891)  L.  R.  App.  Cas.  (1892)  p.  25.    It  will  be 
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remembered  that  that  celebrated  case  grew  out  of  the  forma- 
tion, by  a  number  of  ship  owners,  of  an  association,  to  secure, 
at  profitable  rates  exclusively  for  themselves,  the  carrying 
trade  from  Chinese  ports  to  Europe.  This  was  to  be  accom- 
plished, in  part,  by  a  rebate  of  five  per  cent,  on  freights  to 
aU  shippers  who  [872]  shipped  exclusively  with  members 
of  the  association,  it  being  announced  that  any  one,  even 
though  usually  a  shipper  in  ships  of  the  association,  who 
employed  the  ship  of  any  outside  owner,  should  not  be  en- 
titled to  the  rebate  during  a  certain  period.  It  was  also 
agreed  that  the  association  should  send  ships  to  any  port 
where  the  ships  of  outside  owners  were  seeking  cargoes,  and 
by  lowering  rates  to  an  indefinite  extent,  even  though  cargoes 
had  to  be  carried  at  a  loss,  drive  out  of  business  the  compet- 
ing vessels.  One  of  such  competing  owners  brought  his 
action  against  the  members  of  the  association,  on  the  ground 
that  their  agreement,  being  in  restraint  of  trade,  was  an 
unlawful  one,  and  that  therefore  a  private  injury  suffered 
by  plaintiff,  by  reason  thereof,  was  actionable.  The  facts 
involved  were  not  unlike  those  in  the  present  case.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  and  the  judges  were  unanimous  in  the  judgment 
delivered  by  them  to  the  House  of  Lords.  They  all  con- 
curred in  the  opinion  that,  though  the  contract  was  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  might  be  illegal  in  the  sense  that  it  was 
not  enforceable  at  law — was  invalid  inter  sese — it  was  not 
unlawful  or  illegal  in  the  stricter  sense  of  those  words,  and 
that  no  action  accrued  to  one  who  suffered  loss  thereby, 
unless  the  means  used  to  enforce  the  agreement  was  itself 
unlawful;  such  as  fraud,  misrepresentation,  physical  com- 
pulsion, or  the  persuading  of  another  to  break  a  binding 
contract.  The  following  language  used  by  Lord  Chancellor 
Halsbury,  in  delivering  his  opinion  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
will  exhibit  in  part  the  reasoning  upon  which  plaintiff  was 
held  to  have  suffered  no  injury  or  actionable  loss  or  harm : 

"A  totally  separate  head  of  unlawfulness  has*  however,  been  intro- 
duced by  the  suggestion  that  the  thing  is  unlawful  because  in  restraint 
of  trade.  There  are  two  senses  in  which  the  word  '  unlawful '  is  not 
uncommonly,  though  I  think  somewhat  inaccurately  used.  There  are 
some  contracts  to  which  the  law  will  not  give  effect;  and  therefore, 
although  the  parties  may  enter  into  what,  but  for  the  element  which 

10870'— S.  Doc.  111.  62-1.  vol  3 15 
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the  law  condemns,  would  be  perfect  contracts,  the  law  would  not  allow 
them  to  operate  as  contracts,  notwithstanding  that»  in  point  of  form, 
the  parties  have  agreed.  Some  such  contracts  may  be  void  on  the 
ground  of  immorality;  some  on  the  ground  that  they  are  contrary  to 
public  policy;  as,  for  example,  in  restraint  of  trade;  and  contracts 
so  tainted  the  law  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce.  It  treats  them  as  if 
they  had  not  been  made  at  all.  But  the  more  accurate  use  of  the  word 
'unlawful,'  which  would  bring  the  contract  within  the  qualification 
which  I  have  quoted  from  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
namely,  as  contrary  to  law,  is  not  applicable  to  such  contracts." 

He  adds : 

'*  It  has  never  been  held  that  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  is  con* 
trary  to  law  in  the  sense  that  I  have  indicated." 

Lord  Bramwell  states  his  position  thus: 

"  I  think,  upon  the  authority  of  Hilton  v.  Eckersley,  6  B.  &  B.,  47, 
and  other  cases,  we  should  hold  that  the  agreement  was  illegal,  that 
is,  not  enforceable  by  law.  But  that  is  not  enough  for  the  plaintiffs. 
To  maintain  their  action  on  this  ground,  they  must  make  out  that  It 
was  an  offence,  a  crime,  a  misdemeanor.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  it 
was  not  Save  the  opinion  of  Crompton,  J.  (entitled  to  the  greatest 
respect,  but  not  assented  to  by  Lord  Campbell  or  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber), there  Is  no  authority  for  it  in  the  English  law." 

It  was  held,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  no 
legal  injury,  and  that  no  action  would  lie.  The  much  argued 
and  interesting  case  [873]  of  Allen  v.  Flood^  L.  R.  A,  C. 
(1898)  1,  though  differing  in  its  facts  from  the  case  at  bar, 
illustrates  to  some  extent  the  general  doctrine,  that,  however 
harmful  to  others  individual  or  combined  action  may  be,  if 
it  is  not  unlawful,  the  damage  or  harm  so  inflicted  does  not 
constitute  legal  injury  at  common  law. 

But  it  does  not  follow,  as  is  argued  by  defendant  that  it 
does,  that,  because  at  common  law  contracts  and  combina- 
tions in  restraint  of  trade  were  only  illegal  in  the  sense  of 
being  unenforceable,  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
that  private  wrongs  cannot  be  predicated  thereon,  proper 
legislative  authority  has  not,  by  making  such  contracts  and 
combinations  absolutely  unlawful,  created  a  right  of  private 
action  in  one  who  has  suffered  in  business  or  property  thereby, 
even  though  such  damage  or  loss  would  not  have  been  action- 
able  at  common  law.  There  is  the  implication  in  all  the  judg- 
ments delivered  in  Mogul  Steamship  Co,  v.  McGregor^  svpra^ 
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that  it  is  because  agreements  in  restraint  of  trade  are  not 

per  se  unlawful,  that,  apart  from  unlawful  means  in  carrying 

them  out,  no  private  rights  of  action  can  be  predicated 

thereon,  but  that  if  such  combinations  were  illegal,  in  the 

strict  sense  of  that  word,  and  constituted  a  public  wrong, 

whether  by  common  law  or  by  statute,  one  who  incurred  sub- 

*  gtantial  loss  thereby  suffered  a  legal  injury  for  which  a  pri- 
vate action  would  he.    Of  course  the  result  must  be  the  same, 

whether  the  public  offense  or  misdemeanor  exists  by  virtue 
of  common  law  or  statute.    In  either  case,  it  exists  by  law. 

The  defendant  argues  that,  although  the  first  six  sections  of 
the  statute  provide  that  such  contracts  or  combinations  shall 
not  only  be  illegal  and  void,  as  they  were  at  common  law,  but 
also  constitute  crimes  against  the  United  States,  yet  there  is 
absolutely  nothing  in  them  referring  in  any  way  to  private 
rights  or  private  remedies,  and  that  section  seven,  while  it 
gives  a  private  right  of  action,  does  so  only  where  violation 
of  the  preceding  sections  results  in  a  legal  injury  at  common 
law  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  nothing  in  this  section  can  pos- 
sibly be  construed  into  making  such  contracts  and  combina* 
tions  themselves  wrongs  or  torts  against  the  person  who  suf- 
fers harm  thereby ;  that  it  is  only  where  there  has  been  such 
an  injury,  some  tort  or  breach  of  contract  resulting  from  the 
public  offense,  that  the  party  injured  may  recover  the  three 
fold  damages  authorized  in  section  seven.  But  so  far  as  the 
right  of  action  is  concerned,  that  must  be  based  upon  an  in- 
dividual legal  injury  just  as  at  commcm  law.  There  is  an 
obvious  fallacy  in  this  reasoning.  Private  actionable  injury 
could  not  be  predicated  on  such  combinations  in  restraint  of 
trade,  as  were  considered  in  Mogul  Steamship  Company  v. 
McOregor^  for  the  reason,  as  we  have  seen,  that  such  agree- 
ments were  not  criminal  or  unlawful  by  the  common  law; 
but  such  combinations,  so  far  as  they  affect  interstate  com- 
merce, are  both  unlawful  and  criminal  by  the  statute  law  of 
the  United  States.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  conclu- 
sion is  obvious  and  unavoidable,  that  the  private  right  of 
action  in  the  latter  case  must  be  commensurate  with  the  ex- 
tent oi  the  illegality  thus  by  law  established.  In  a  common- 
law  jurisdiction,  express  statutory  provision  of  a  right  of 
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action  for  damage  resulting  from  a  violation  of  law,  would 
not  have  been  necessary.  Whether  because  of  the  want  of 
common-law  jurisdiction  in  federal  courts,  or  [874]  whatever 
may  have  been  the  reason  for  so  doing,  Congress  has  seen  fit 
expressly  to  create  a  private  right  of  action  for  one  injured 
by  reason  of  the  violation  of  the  act.  The  principle  that 
every  man  has  a  right  to  insist  that  no  provision  of  any  law 
shall  be  violated,  so  as  to  work  peculiar  harm  to  him  (with, 
perhaps,  the  qualification  that  the  harm  resulting  from  the 
breach  of  a  statutory  duty  must  be  of  the  kind  which  the 
statute  was  intended  to  prevent) ,  is  well  stated  by  Bishop  on 
"  Non-C!ontract  Law,''  §  132 : 

"Whenever  the  law,  a  statute,  a  municipal  by-law,  or  any  other 
law.  Imposes  on  one  a  duty,  If  of  a  sort  affecting  the  pubUc  within 
the  principles  of  the  criminal  law,  a  breach  of  It  Is  Indictable,  and 
a  drii  action  wlU  lie  In  fovor  of  any  person  who  has  suffered  espe- 
claUy  therefrom." 

It  is  manifestly  the  correct  understanding  of  the  seventh 
section  of  the  act,  that  where  a  man  is  harmed  in  his  business 
or  property  by  a  violation  of  the  act,  he  has  suffered  a  legal 
injury  and  is  entitled  to  his  action  therefor.  All  this  seems 
to  have  been  recognized  in  the  very  recent  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Chattanooga  Foun- 
dry and  Pipe  Works  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta^  27  Sup.  Ct. 
65,  203  U.  S.  390,  51  L.  Ed.  241.  In  speaking  of  the  plaintiff 
below,  which  had  brought  its  action  under  section  seven  of 
the  act  (the  facts  being  very  like  those  of  the  present  case) 
Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
says: 

**  It "  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  '*  was  Injured  In  its  property,  at  least, 
if  not  in  Its  business  of  furnishing  water,  by  being  led  to  pay  more 
than  the  worth  of  the  pipe.  A  person  whose  property  Is  diminished 
by  a  payment  of  money  wrongfully  Induced,  is  injured  In  his 
property." 

Little  need  be  said  as  to  the  third  point  made  by  the 
defendant,  viz.,  that  no  facts  were  alleged,  showing  that  the 
plaintiffs  sustained  any  damage  whatsoever,  by  reason  of  any 
act  of  the  defendant.    Examination  of  the  declaration  in 
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this  regard  does  not  sustain  the  defendant's  contention.    The 
gravamen  of  defendant's  criticism  is,  that  sufficient  facts  are 
not  alleged  to  show  that  plaintiffs  could  not  have  purchased 
all  the  glass  it  required  from  the  American  Window  Glass 
Company.     But  plaintiff  has  alleged  the  contrary  in  its 
declaration,  and  is  not  required  to  plead  the  evidence  in 
support  thereof.    The  same  may  be  said  as  to  the  criticism, 
that  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it  could  not  have  procured 
all  the  glass  it  required,  and  have  sold  such  glass  to  its  cus- 
tomers at  the  same  price  as  before,  nor  is  it  necessary,  as 
urged  by  defendant,  that  plaintiff  should  allege  that  defend- 
ant, or  the  dealers  represented  by  defendant,  attempted  to 
deprive  it  of  its  business,  by  offering  lower  prices  to  its 
customers.     It  is  enough,  that  plaintiff  charges  that  the 
result  of  the  illegal  combination  was  to  deprive  it  of  cus- 
tomers and  prevent  its  making  a  profit  upon  its  legitimate 
business,  as  theretofore  existing.    If,  as  we  have  found,  a 
contract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  states  has  been  sufficiently  charged,  we  think  the 
plaintiff  has  met  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  the  declara- 
tion, by  the  general  statement  made  of  damage  to  itself  by 
reason  thereof.    The  declaration  might  have  been  more  spe- 
cific, but  if  the  illegal  contract  or  combination  has  been 
stated  with  the  requisite  clearness,  the  statements  of  [876] 
the  damage  are  not  too  general  to  lay  ground  for  the  evidence, 
if  any  there  be,  of  the  particulars  of  which  it  consisted.    It 
is  hard  to  see  how  the  plaintiff  should  be  required  to  be  more 
specific  in  its  allegation,  that  the  effect  of  the  illegal  com- 
bination was  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  its  entire  business  in 
the  kind  of  window  glass  which  its  customers  chiefly  require, 
and  to  deprive  it  of  all  its  customers  whose  names  are  given 
in  the  declaration,  and  of  their  trade,  which,  as  already 
alleged,  was  interstate  in  its  character,  or  that  by  means  of 
said  combinations,  the  plaintiff's  business  was  destroyed  and 
it  rendered  insqlvent.    As  matter  of  pleading,  these  allega- 
tions are  sufficiently  clear  and  precise,  and  with  the  evidence 
to  be  offered  in  their  support  we  are  not  now  concerned. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  we  think  the  judgment  below  must 
be  reversed. 


224  152  FEDBBAL  BEPOBTEB^  875. 

Dedaration. 

NOTE. 

The  National  Window  Olasa  Jobbers'  Aflsociation,  a  corporation 
duly  organized  and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  New  Jersey,  a  citizen  of  said  state  and  resident  of  said  dis 
trlct,  the  defendant  in  this  suit  was  summoned  In  an  action  in  tort 
to  answer  unto  the  plaintiff,  the  Wheeler  Stenzel  Company,  wherein 
the  plaintiff  demands  three  hundred  thousand  dollars,  damages,  and 
thereupon,  the  plaintiff,  by  Vreeland,  King,  Wilson  and  Llndabury, 
its  attorneys,  complains. 

For  that  whereas,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  fourteenth  day  of 
February,  in  the  year  nineteen  hundred,  at  Boston,  in  the  common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts,  to  wit,  at  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey,  in  said 
district,  the  plaintiff  was  a  wholesale  dealer  and  Jobber  in  window 
glass,  having  its  place  of  business  at  Boston,  in  the  commonwealth 
of  Massachusetta  A  large  part  of  its  business  consisted  of  trade  and 
commerce  in  window  glass  among  the  several  states.  It  purchased  such 
window  glass  from  manufacturers  located  and  doing  business  in  the 
states  of  Indiana,  Penn^lvania,  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  and  ob- 
tained delivery  thereof  to  It  at  Boston,  and  sold  and  delivered  this 
glass  to  its  customers  who  were  retail  dealers  doing  business  m  the 
States  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Rhode  Island,  Connecti- 
cut and  New  York  and  the  commonwealth  of  Masaachusetts.  A  list 
of  these  customers  and  their  respective  places  of  business  is  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit : 

(Here  follows  list  of  38  persons,  firms  and  corporations  in  7  states.) 

That  the  defendant  is  and  has  been  from  the  time  of  its  organiza- 
tion, a  corporation  engaged  in  the  business  of  purchasing,  or  obtain- 
ing contracts  for  the  purchase  of,  window  glass  from  manufacturers 
in  the  states  of  Indiana,  Pennsylvania,  New  York  and  New  Jersey, 
for  the  benefit  of  certain  Jobbers  and  wholesale  dealers  in  window 
glass,  doing  business  in  various  states.  A  list  of  these  dealers  and 
their  respective  places  of  business,  so  far  as  known  to  the  plaintiff. 
Is  as  follows,  to  wit : 

(Here  follows  list  consisting  of  63  persons,  firms  and  corporationB, 
residing  and  doing  business  in  14  dlfrerent  states.) 

A  large  majority  of  the  shares  of  stock  in  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion was  owned  by  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid,  who 
were  thereby  enabled  to  control,  and  did  control,  the  defendant  cor- 
poration. The  principal  part  of  the  defendant's  business  from  the 
fourteenth  day  of  February  in  the  year  nineteen  hundred  to  the  fourth 
day  of  August,  in  the  year  nlneteoi  hundred  and  three,  was  the  mak- 
ing of  contracts  for  the  benefit  of  these  wholesale*  dealers  by  which 
the  American  Window  Glass  Company  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  to 
these  wholesale  dealers  window  glass  in  large  quantities,  to  be  re- 
ceived and  paid  for  them  respectively,  and  to  be  transported  by  rail 
from  the  several  factories  of  the  American  Window  Glass  Oompaoor 
to  the  places  of  business  of  these  dealers.    In  accordance  with  such 
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coDCractB  between  the  defendant  corporation  and  the  American  Win- 
dow glass  Company,  large  qoantities  of  window  glass,  amounting  to 
more  than  two  million  boxes  w^re  sold  in  each  [876]  year  during 
this  period  by  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  and  transported 
by  rail  to  these  dealers  at  their  respective  places  of  business. 

That  on  the  said  fourteenth  day  of  February  in  the  year  nineteen 
hundred,  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  was  and  has  ever 
since  continued  to  be,  a  corporati<Mi  organized  under  the  laws  of  Penn- 
sylvania, engaged  in  manufacturing  window  glass.  Prior  to  that 
date  it  has  acquired  and  has  ever  since  owned  and  operated  window 
glass  factories  and  plants,  located  and  doing  business  in  the  states 
of  Indiana,  Pennsylvania,  New  Xorlc  and  New  Jersey,  and  throughout 
the  period  during  which  the  acts  complained  of  occurred,  produced  a 
large  proportion,  exceeding  seventy  per  cent  of  the  window  glass 
manufactured  in  the  United  States,  and  sold  and  delivered  the  glass 
manufactured  l>y  it  to  wholesale  dealers  in  each  of  the  states,  and 
was  engaged  in  trade  and  commerce  in  window  glass  among  the  sev- 
eral states. 

That  window  glass  is  a  staple  article  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  states.  The  window  glass  used  in  the  commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  and  the  states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire.  Vermont, 
Rhode  Island  and  Connecticut  is  not  manufactured  in  those  states, 
but  is  purchased  in  and  transported  from  other  states,  and  a  large 
part  of  it,  exceeding  seventy  per  cent,  is  purchased  from  the  American 
Window  Glass  Company. 

That  prior  to  the  fourteenth  day  of  February,  in  the  year  nineteen 
hundred,  the  plaintiff  and  its  predecessors  in  business  had  for  many 
years  purchased  large  quantities  of  window  glass  from  the  American 
Window  Glass  Company  and  its  predecessors  in  its  business,  exceed- 
ing two  hundred  thousand  boxes  in  each  year  and  imported  the  glass 
80  purchased  into  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  and  sold  it  in 
that  comoion wealth  and  in  the  states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire, 
Vermont  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut  and  New  York,  to  its  customers, 
hereinalMve  named,  and  had  an  established  business  of  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  so  purchasing  window  glass  and  selling  It  to  its 
customers  in  other  states,  and  realized  large  gains  and  profits  thereby, 
to  wit  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  each  year. 

That  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid  constituted  more 
than  seventy-five  per  cent  of  the  jobbers  and  wholesale  dealers  in 
window  glass  in  the  United  States  and  did  more  than  seventy-five  per 
cent  of  the  wholesale  business  in  window  glass  In  the  United  State& 
The  American  Window  Glass  Company  manufactured  and  sold  prac^ 
tlcally  all  the  window  gihas  of  the  better  grades  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  and  controlled  the  production  and  sale  to  wholesale 
dealers  of  glass  of  those  grades.  Prior  to  the  acts  of  the  defendant 
herein  complained  of,  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  glass  bought  and 
sold  by  the  plaintiff  was  glass  of  those  grades,  and  it  required  in  its 
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business  large  qaantlties  of  glass  of  those  grades  for  tele  and  delivery 
to  its  customers,  hereinabove  named,  and  was  unable  to  obtain  any 
considerable  quantity  of  glass  of  those  grades  except  from  the  Ameri- 
can Window  Glass  Company  or  its  predecessors  in  its  business;  and 
the  plaintiff  and  its  predecessors  in  its  business  had  purchased  large 
quantities  of  window  glass  exceeding  two  hundred  thousand  boxes 
per  year  from  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  and  its  predeces- 
sors in  its  business,  a  large  part,  exceeding  seventy-fiye  per  cent  of 
which  was  of  the  better  grades  manufactured  in  the  United  States 
only  by  the  American  Window  Glass  Company. 

That  prior  to  the  acts  herein  complained  of,  the  said  wholesale 
dealers  hereinaboTe  named  were  uncombined  and  were  purchasing 
window  glass  in  competition  with  each  other  and  with  the  plaintiff 
and  other  wholesale  dealers,  and  selling  such  glass  in  open  competition 
to  retail  dealers  in  the  several  states,  including  Massachusetts,  Maine, 
New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut  and  New  York 
and  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  and  other  manufacturers 
were  selling  window  glass  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  the  said  wholesale 
dealers  named  as  aforesaid  and  to  all  other  wholesale  dealers,  as 
competing  Jobbers  and  by  separate  contracts,  and  the  American  Win- 
dow Glass  Company  and  all  other  manufacturers  of  window  glass 
were  competing  with  each  other  for  the  trade  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  and  of  all  other  wholesale 
dealera 

That  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  February  in  the  year  nineteen  hun- 
dred and  thereafter  continuously  until  the  fourth  day  of  August  in 
the  year  nineteen  hundred  and  three,  in  order  unreasonably  to  restrain 
trade  and  commerce  in  [877]  window  glass  among  the  several  states, 
and  with  intent  to  absorb  and  monopolise  the  inter-state  trade  and 
commerce  in  window  glass,  and  to  stifle  and  put  an  end  to  competi- 
tion in  such  trade;  and  in  order  to  control  and  restrict  the  output 
and  to  control  and  regulate  the  prices  of  window  glass  manufactured 
and  sold  in  and  among  the  several  states,  and  to  increase  and  arbi- 
trarily fix  the  prices  at  which  window  glass  should  be  sold  in  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states,  independent  of  the  natural 
market  price  of  such  glass;  and  to  enable  the  said  wholesale  dealers 
hereinabove  named  to  obtain  excessive  and  unreasonable  prices  In 
trade  and  commerce  in  window  glass  among  the  several  states,  and 
to  enable  these  dealers  to  obtain  substantially  all  the  window  glass 
of  the  best  quality  manufactured  in  the  United  States  and  prevent 
all  other  wholesale  dealers  and  Jobbers  from  obtaining  such  glass 
except  at  unreasonable  prices  much  higher  than  the  prices  paid  by 
the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named,  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion combined  and  conspired  with  the  American  Window  Glass  Com- 
pany and  with  the  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named,  unreasonably 
to  restrain,  and  in  pursuance  of  this  combination  and  conspiracy,  did 
unreasonably  restrain,  from  the  fourteenth  day  of  February,  nineteen 
hundred,  to  the  fourth  day  of  February,  nineteen  hundred  and  three. 
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tnde  and  commen»  tn  window  glaai  among  tsi«  several  states,  in- 
dndlng  the  states  of  Massachusetts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont, 
Rhode  Island,  Connectlcnt  and  New  York,  by  restricting  the  sale  of 
til  of  the  glass  manufactured  by  the  American  Window  Glass  Com* 
pany  to  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid,  except  at  unreason- 
able prices,  from  two  and  one-half  per  cent,  to  flre  per  cent,  higher 
than  the  prices  charged  to  these  wholesale  dealers  named  as  afore- 
said, by  arbitrarily  fixing  unreasonable  and  excessive  prices  to  be 
charged  by  these  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid,  to  retail 
dealers  in  window  glass  throughout  the  United  States,  by  restricting 
and  limiting  the  quantity  of  window  glass  to  be  purchased  by  each 
of  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  to  quantities  to  be 
aihitrarily  determined  by  the  defendant  and  the  American  Window 
Glass  Company;  by  the  refusal  of  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as 
afdresaid  to  purchase  any  window  glass  from  any  other  manufacturer 
than  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  except  at  prices  at  least 
five  per  cent  below  the  prices  charged  by  it,  which  lower  prices  were 
less  than  the  cost  of  manufacturing  such  glass ;  by  establishing  rules 
and  regulations  forbidding  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove 
named  from  selling  window  glass  to  other  wholesale  dealers  at  prices 
lower  than  the  prices  fixed  under  penalty  of  pecuniary  fines  to  which 
each  of  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  agreed  with 
each  other  and  with  the  defendant  corporation  to  become  liable; 
by  mutually  agreeing  to  refuse  to  purchase  any  window  glass  at  any 
price  from  any  manufacturer  who  should  not  close  his  factories  and 
restrict  the  output  of  window  glass  produced  by  him  at  such  times 
and  In  such  manner  as  such  restrictions  of  output  should  be  arbi- 
trarily imposed  by  the  American  Window  Glass  Company;  and  by 
restricting  and  fixing  the  territory  within  which  each  of  the  said 
wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  should  sell  window  glass  to 
retail  dealers,  so  that  none  of  them  should  sell  to  any  retail  dealer 
in  any  other  territory  except  under  arbitrary  restrictions  imposed  by 
th<fdefendant  corporation. 

The  combination  and  conspiracy  thus  entered  into  between  the  de- 
fttidant,  the  American  Window  Glass  Company,  and  the  said  whole* 
sale  dealers  hereinabove  named  was  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce in  window  glass  among  the  several  states,  including  the  states 
in  which  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  manufactured  glass 
as  herein  alleged,  the  states  in  which  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as 
aforesaid  had  their  respective  places  of  business,  and  the  states  of 
Massachusetts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Rhode  Island,  Con- 
necticut and  New  York,  and  was  and  is  forbidden  and  declared  to  be 
unlawful  by  an  act  of  Congress  of  July  second,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety  entitled  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlaw* 
fui  restraints  and  monopoliea" 

That  on  the  fburteenth  day  of  February  in  the  year  nineteen  hun* 
dred  and  frequently  thereafter  until  the  fourth  day  of  August  in  the 
year  nineteen  hundred  and  three,  the  plalntlfF  endeavored  to  purchase 
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from  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  glass  manufacture  by 
it;  but  the  American  Window  Glass  Company  on  that  date  refused, 
and  throughout  said  period  continued  to  [878]  refuse,  in  pursuance 
of  the  combination  and  conspiracy  entered  into  by  it  with  the  defend- 
ant corporation  and  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  to 
sell  any  window  glass  to  the  plaintiff  except  at  unreasonable  prices, 
largely  in  excess  of  the  prices  charged  by  it  to  the  said  wholesale 
dealers  herelnabpve  named,  and  the  plaintiff  also  frequently  during  the 
period  named  endeavored  to  purchase  window  glass  from  the  defend* 
ant  corporation;  but  the  defendant,  pursuant  to  the  combination  and 
conspiracy  alK)ve  referred  to,  refused,  and  during  all  this  period,  con- 
tinued to  refuse  to  sell  any  window  glass  to  the  plaintiff  and  the 
plaintiff  was  unable  during  this  period  to  purclsase  any  window  glass 
from  any  of  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  except  at 
the  same  prices  charged  by  them  to  retail  dealers ;  and,  as  a  very  large 
proportion  of  the  glass  dealt  in  by  the  plaintiff  was  of  the  quality  and 
grades  manufactured  in  the  United  States  only  by  the  American  Win- 
dow Glass  Company,  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  obtain  glass  of  the 
quality  and  grades  required  to  supply  its  customers,  and  thereby,  dur- 
ing the  period  above  named,  lost  a  very  large  part  of  its  trade  and 
commerce  in  window  glass  among  the  several  states,  including  the 
trade  and  custom  of  its  customers  named  as  aforesaid. 

That  the  direct  and  immediate  effect  of  this  combination  and  con- 
SQlncy,  during  the  entire  period  specified,  was  unreasonably  to  re- 
strain trade  and  commerce  in  window  glass  among  the  several  states, 
including  all  the  states  hereinbefore  named,  in  the  manner  and  by 
each  of  the  means  above  stated ;  to  restrict  the  output  and  curtail  the 
production  of  window  glass  throughout  the  United  States;  to  fix  ar- 
bitrary and  excessive  prices  charged  to  retail  dealers,  to  stifle  compe- 
tition among  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove  named  for  the 
trade  of  retail  dealers  in  window  glass,  and  between  the  American 
Window  Glass  Company  and  other  manufacturers  of  window  glass  for 
the  trade  of  all  wholesale  dealers  in  window  glass;  to  increascrnhe 
price  of  glass  to  retail  dealers  and  consumers;  and  to  give  the  Ameri- 
can Window  Glass  Company  the  complete  control  and  virtual  monopoly 
of  the  manufacture  and  give  the  said  wholesale  dealers  hereinabove 
named  a  virtual  monopoly  of  the  sale  and  distribution  of  window 
glass  manufactured  in  the  United  States,  and  a  practically  complete 
control  and  monopoly  of  the  entire  trade  and  commerce  in  window 
glass  among  the  several  states,  including  the  states  of  Massachusetts, 
Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  and 
New  York. 

That  the  direct  and  immediate  effect  of  this  combination  and  con- 
spiracy upon  the  plaintiff  during  the  entire  period  above  named  waa 
unreasonably  to  restrain  its  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
states  by  restraining  its  business  of  purchasing  window  glass  and 
selling  window  glass  to  its  customers  named  as  aforesaid.  In  the  states 
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of  Maine,  New  Hampablre,  VermoDt,  Rhode  Island,  Oonnecticut  and 
New  YoriE  and  the  commonwealtli  of  MaesachuBetts;  to  prevent  It 
from  porchaslng  window  glass  of  the  kind  chiefly  required  in  its 
bnalneBs^  except  at  unreasonable  prices,  in  excess  of  those  charged 
to  its  oompetltorSk  the  wholesale  dealers  named  as  aforesaid  to  prevent 
it  from  obtaining  any  window  glass  of  the  kind  chiefly  required  by 
its  eostomers  heretofore  named,  as  all  of  the  window  glass  of  those 
grades  produced  in  the  United  States  was  manufactured  by  the  Amer- 
lean  Window  Glass  Company ;  to  stifle  and  destroy  competition  which 
before  had  been  open  and  unrestricted,  between  it  and  its  competitors, 
the  wholesale  dealers  as  aforesaid  and  to  give  them  the  absolute  con- 
trol and  monopoly  of  the  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
states  In  window  glass  of  the  grades  chiefly  required  in  the  business 
of  the  plaintiif  to  deprive  the  plain tiflf  of  its  entire  business  and  trade 
in  the  United  States  above  named  and  elsewhere,  in  the  kind  of 
window  glass  principally  required  by  its  customers;  to  prevent  it  from 
purchasing  window  glass  of  the  quality  and  grades  required  to  supply 
its  customers,  except  at  unreasonable  and  excessive  prices,  and  to 
deprive  it  of  all  its  customers  named  as  aforesaid,  and  of  their  trade 
and  custom;  and  by  all  these  means  to  destroy  the  business  of  the 
plaintiff  and  prevent  it  from  conducting  its  business  at  a  profit  and  to 
render  it  insolvent 


[24]  JOHN  D.  PARK  &  SONS  CO.  v.  HAKTMAN.* 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit.    March  14,  1907.) 

[153  Fed.  Rep.,  24.] 

MoNOTOLiKS — Contracts  in  Restraint  of  Trade — Sale  of  Article 
Made  bt  Secret  Process. — The  exemption  from  the  common-law  rule 
against  monopoly  and  restraint  of  trade,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
federal  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1880  (26  Stat  209,  c.  647  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  which  has  been  extended  to  contracts 
affecting  the  sale  and  resale,  the  use  or  the  price  of  articles  made 
onder  a  patent  or  productions  covered  by  a  copyright  does  not  ex- 
tend alBo  to  articles  made  onder  a  secret  process  or  medicine  com- 
pounded nnder  a  private  formula.^ 

Same — ^Property  Rights — Secret  Process  or  Formula. — While  the 
owner  of  a  patent  or  copyright  is  protected  in  his  exclusive  right  by 
the  statute  whtdi  gives  him  a  monopoly,  there  is  no  statute  which 
protects  one  who  makes  or  vends  an  article  which  is  made  by  a 
■eciet  process  or  private  formula,  nor,  so  long  as  he  keeps  his 


•  For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  see  145  Fed.  Rep.  358,  vol.  2,  p.  998. 
^BrllBlNUi  copyrH^ted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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procen  secret,  can  he  bring  himself  within  the  principle  of  the 
statute  which  grants  a  temporary  monopoly  in  consideration  of  the 
fall  pnblication  of  the  Invoition  or  work. 

OoNTBAOTs  m  RBsraAiHT  OF  Tbadb — Salb  of  Articles  Madb  bt  Sbobst 
Pbooess. — ^The  owner  of  a  secret  process  or  formula  is  not  protected 
by  law  in  his  secret,  but  he  may  protect  himself  by  contract  against 
its  disclosure  by  one  to  whom  it  is  communicated  in  confidence,  or 
restrict  its  use  by  such  person,  and  such  contracts  are  not  in  re- 
straint of  trade  because  of  the  character  of  the  property  right  In  the 
secret  which  would  be  destroyed  by  its  disclosure,  and  because  it 
is  not  in  itself  an  article  of  commerce,  but  such  considerations  do 
not  apply  to  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the  manufactured  product 
which  do  not  involye  a  disclosure  of  the  secret,  and  such  contracts 
are  within  the  rules  against  restraint  of  trade 

Same. — ^The  fact  that  an  article  of  commerce  is  sold  under  a  trade- 
name or  in  a  trade  dress  affords  it  no  exemption  from  the  common- 
law  or  statutory  rules  against  restraint  of  trade. 

Same. — ^The  sole  manufacturer  of  a  medicine  made  in  accordance  with 
a  secret  formula,  but  unpatented,  sold  the  same  only  under  a  system 
of  contracts  between  himself  and  wholesale  dealers  to  whom  alone 
he  sold  at  uniform  prices,  by  which  they  bound  themselves  to  sell 
at  a  certain  price  [25]  and  only  to  retail  dealers  designated  by 
him,  and  between  him  and  such  retail  dealers,  by  which  in  consid- 
eration of  being  so  designated  they  bound  themselves  to  sell  to  con- 
sumers only  and  at  a  certain  price.  Such  contracts  had  been  en- 
tered into  as  the  manufacturer  alleged  by  a  large  majority  of  the 
wholesale  and  retail  druggists  in  the  United  Statea  Held,  that 
such  system  of  contracts  was  prima  fade  illegal  both  at  common 
law  as  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade  and  under  the  Federal  Anti- 
Trust  act  of  July  2.  1890  (26  Stat.  209.  c.  647  [U.  8.  CJomp.  St.  1901. 
p.  8200]),  where  it  affected  interstate  sales;  its  purpose  and  effect 
being  to  prevent  competition  between  purchasers  of  the  medicine 
both  wholesale  and  retail,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  allegation  of 
ftLCts  showing  it  to  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  manufac- 
turer's business,  a  court  of  equity  would  not  aid  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  contracts  by  granting  an  injunction  to  prevent  a  defendant, 
who  was  not  a  party  thereto,  from  buying  the  medicine  from  pur- 
chasers who  were,  and  reselling  the  same  at  any  price  It  might 
see  fit 

[Bd.  Note. — Rights  and  liabilities  of  parties  contracting  with 
trusts  or  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade*  see  note  to  Chicaffo 
Wall  Paper  Mills  ▼.  (General  Paper  Co.,  IB  C.  O.  A.  612.] 

6.  Same — Single  Contbact. — ^A  single  contract,  although  It  be  such 
as,  taken  alone,  may  not  t>e  within  the  rule  at  common  law  against 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  which  Is  one  of  a  great  number  of 
Identical  contracts  made  between  the  producer  of  an  unpatented 
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article  of  commerce  and  dealers  therein,  forming  a  "system"  of 
ccmtractSfe  which,  taken  as  a  whole,  materially  affects  the  public 
interests  by  stifling  competition  and  trade  in  said  article,  is  an 
unreasonable  restraint,  and  within  the  rule  at  common  law  against 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  if,  from  an  examination  of  the  work- 
ings of  the  whole  system,  it  appears  that  the  restraint  is  actually, 
though  not  ostensibly,  the  main  result  and  object  of  the  system  of 
contracts,  and  not  merely  ancillary  or  incidental  to  another  and 
legitimate  object. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Kentucky. 
For  opinion  below,  see  145  Fed.  358. 

The  plaintiff  below  is  a  manufacturer  of  certain  proprietary  medi* 
cines,  the  chief  of  which  is  the  well-known  article  called  "  Peruna." 
This,  together  with  other  preparations,  he  puts  on  the  market  through 
a  system  of  contracts  intended  to  maintain  prices.  Thus  it  is  averred 
that  he  sells  only  to  Jobbers  or  wholesalers  at  uniform  prices  with  a 
discount  varying  according  to  quantity.  Each  such  Jobber  is  required 
to  sign  a  written  agreement  to  sell  only  to  retailers  whose  names  shall 
be  furnished  by  complainant,  and  who  shall  have  signed  a  retaUer's 
agreement  with  him  obligating  them  to  sell  only  to  consumers  at  a 
price  named  by  the  complainant  or  found  on  his  labels  and  wrappers. 
To  enable  him  to  discover  violations  of  the  agreement  to  sell  only  for 
consumption  and  only  to  consumers,  each  such  retailer  is  required  to 
stamp  or  write  his  name  on  each  bottle  or  package  sold,  and,  to 
insure  against  sales  by  wholesalers  to  unlicensed  retailers,  each  sale 
must  be  reported  to  the  complainant.  The  averment  is  that  there  has 
grown  up  a  very  large  demand  for  **  Peruna,"  and  that  such  contracts 
have  been  made  with  jobbers  and  wholesalers  all  over  the  United 
States,  and  that  "a  majority  of  the  retail  druggists  of  the  country 
have  executed  such  contracts." 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  Ken* 
tucky,  and  is  engaged  in  the  Jobbing  or  wholesale  drug  and  pro- 
prietary medicine  business.  It  is  charged  that  the  defendant  company, 
with  full  knowledge  of  complainant's  method  of  contracting  the  sales 
of  "Peruna,"  has  refused  to  enter  into  any  contract  with  the  com- 
plainant, and  is  not  therefore  entitled  "to  buy  or  deal  in  your 
orator's  medicines  and  remedies."  It  is  then  averred  that  defendant 
company,  in  combination  with  other  wholesalers  and  retailers,  who 
hare  refused  to  sign  complainant's  contracts,  has  "unlawfully  and 
fraudulently  obtained  and  procured  your  orator's  remedies  and  medi- 
cines, including  'Peruna,'  from  your  orator's  wholesale  and  retail 
agents^  both  directly  and  indirectly,  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent 
r^reeentatlons  and  by  surrepti-  [26]  tious  and  dishonest  methods, 
and  by  persuading,  directly  or  indirectly,  your  orator's  wholesale  and 
rctnll  agents^  under  contract  with  your  orator  as  aforesaid,  to  violate 
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and  break  said  contracts  and  sell  and  supply  jour  orctor's  remedies 
and  medicines.  Including  '  Peruna,'  to  said  defendant,  and,  after  bav- 
Ing  procured  "  same,  has  advertised  and  sold  same  to  dealers  at  less 
than  the  established  price  and  less  than  the  jobbing  prices.  It  is 
also  averred  that,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  it  difflcnlt  to  trace 
such  purchases,  the  defendant,  obliterates  the  serial  number  placed  in 
such  carton,  and  defaces  and  takes  off  the  distinctive  wrappers,  etc., 
and  in  that  condition  sells  the  sama  All  of  which  conduct  Is  averred 
to  have  resulted  in  "  irreparable  injury  and  damage"  to  complainants 
system  of  trade,  and  that  defendant  gives  out  that  it  will  continue  its 
said  conduct.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  Is  that  the  defendant  be  enjoined 
"  from  in  any  manner  inducing  or  persuading,  or  attempting  to  pro- 
cure^ Induce  or  persuade,  directly  or  Indirectly"  any  breach  of  any 
such  sales  agreement  as  stated,  "and  from  procuring  or  attempting 
to  procure  in  any  way  your  orator's  remedies  and  medicines,  directly 
or  indirectly,  from  any  wholesaler  or  retailer  who  has  executed  such 
wholesale  or  retail  agency  contract  with  your  orator  in  violation  of 
same,'*  and  ''from  advertising,  selling,  or  offering  for  sale  the  reme- 
dies and  medicines  of  your  orator  obtained  in  or  by  any  of  the  means 
aforesaid  at  prices  less  than  the  established  retail  price  thereof,  or 
to  wholesale  or  retail  dealers  who  have  not  entered  into  wholesale  or 
retail  contracts  with  your  orator,"  and  from  mutilating  or  removing 
the  cartons,  wrappers,  or  labels  upon  the  bottles,  etc.  The  usual 
prayer  for  an  accounting  concludes  the  bill. 

The  defendant  demurred  for  want  of  equity  and  specially  to  so 
much  of  the  bill  as  sought  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from  mutilating 
labels,  cartons,  or  wrappers,  etc.  The  demurrers  were  overruled,  and 
an  injunction  awarded  pendente  lite  in  the  very  terms  of  the  bill. 

From  this  interlocutory  injunction  this  appeal  has  been  perfected. 

Alton  B.  Parker^  William  J.  Shroder^  and  Henry  T.  Toy, 
for  appellant. 

Frank  F.  Reedj  Edward  S.  Rogers,  and  Frederick  W. 
Hinkle^  for  appellee. 

Before  Lurton,  Severens,  and  Richards,  Circuit  Judges. 

LuRTON,  Circuit  Judge,  after  making  the  foregoing  state- 
ment of  the  case,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  system  of  contracts  by  means  of  which  the  complain- 
ant proposes  to  retain  control  of  all  sales  and  resales  of  its 
goods  is  not  unique.  It  was  first  applied  to  'commodities 
made  under  patents  or  productions  covered  by  copyright. 
According  to  one  of  the  averments  of  the  bill,  the  same 
system  of  contracts  has  been  generally  adopted  by  the  whole- 
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sale  and  retail  druggists  of  the  United  States.  But  this,  we 
take  it,  means  no  more  than  it  has  been  adopted  as  a  plan 
for  maintaining  prices  and  controlling  sales  of  proprietary 
medicines,  a  business  which  amounts  to  more  than  $60,000,000 
annually.  That  the  same  plan  has  been  extended  to  sales  in 
respect  to  other  conmiodities,  not  coming  under  the  peculiar 
claims  advanced  for  ^  patent "  medicines,  we  may  take 
notice.  The  question,  in  its  shortest  form,  is  whether  the 
exemption  from  conmion-law  rules  against  monopoly  and 
restraints  of  trade,  and  the  provisions  of  the  federal  anti- 
trust act,  which  has  been  extended  to  contracts  affecting  the 
sale  and  resale,  the  use  or  the  price  of  articles  made  under  a 
patent  or  productions  covered  by  a  copyright,  extend  also  to 
articles  made  under  a  secret  process  or  medicine  compounded 
under  a  private  formula.  The  fundamental  position  of 
counsel  for  the  complainant  is  that  in  principle  there  is  no 
distinction  between  the  monopoly  secured  to  a  patent  or 
copyright  and  the  monopoly  of  a  trade  secret,  and  they  ad- 
vance and  defend  the  claim  that  articles  made  [27]  under 
patents,  copyrights,  and  trade  secrets  may  lawfully  be  con- 
tracted for  and  sold  under  any  conditions  and  limitations 
with  respect  to  price  and  subsales  which  the  vendor  chooses 
to  impose,  and  that  '^  contracts  relating  to  any  such  articles 
are  not  within  the  restraint  of  trade  rules."  If  this  con- 
tention is  sound,  the  contracts  under  which  the  complainant 
conducts  his  business  are  legal,  and  no  question  remains  but  a 
consideration  of  the  matter  of  the  relief  equity  may  give 
against  one  not  a  party  to  such  contracts  under  the  facts  of 
this  case. 

That  articles  made  under  patents  may  be  the  subject  of 
contracts  by  which  their  use  and  price  in  subsales  may  be 
controlled  by  the  patentee,  and  that  such  contracts,  if  other- 
wise valid,  are  not  within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress 
against  restraints  of  interstate  commerce  or  the  rules  of  the 
common  law  against  monopolies  and  restraints  of  trade,  is 
now  well  settled.  Heaton-Peninsular  Button  Co.  v.  Eureka 
Specialty  Co.,  77  Fed.  288,  25  C.  C.  A.  267,  35  L.  R.  A.  728 ; 
Dickerson  v.  Tirding,  84  Fed.  192,  28  C.  C.  A.  139 ;  Edison 
Phonograph  Co.  v.  Kaufmann  (C.  C.)  105  Fed.  960;  Edison 
Phonograph  Co.  v.  Pike  (C.  C.)  116  Fed.  863;  Rupp  et  al.  v. 
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EUiott^  181  Fed.  780,  66  C.  C.  A.  544;  Victor  Talking 
Machine  Co.  v.  The  Fair,  128  Fed.  428,  61  C  C.  A.  68; 
Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  C5t. 
747, 46  L.  Ed.  1058.  The  patent  grants  an  exclusive  right  to 
use,  to  make,  and  to  sell.  The  patentee  may  grant,  if  he  will, 
an  unrestricted  right  to  make  and  sell  or  use  the  device  em- 
bodying his  invention,  or  may  grant  only  a  restricted  right 
in  either  the  field  of  making,  using,  or  selling.  To  the  extent 
that  he  restricts  either  one  of  these  separable  rights,  the 
article  is  not  released  from  the  domain  of  the  patent,  and  any 
one  who  violates  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  patentee, 
with  notice,  is  an  infringer.  This  is  the  ground  upon  which 
the  cases  stand  which  uphold  restrictions  upon  either  use  or 
sale  of  a  patented  article  where  infringement  is  alleged. 
But,  when  a  patentee  imposes  such  restrictions,  they  may 
likewise  constitute  a  contract  between  the  patentee  and  his 
direct  vendee  or  licensee.  In  such  case  the  patentee  would 
have  a  double  remedy — an  action  in  tort  for  infringement,  or 
an  action  for  the  breech  of  the  contract.  The  double  remedy 
in  such  circumstances  is  noticed  in  Heaton-Peninstdar  Button 
Fastener  Co.  v.  Eureka  Specialty  Co.^  77  Fed.  288, 25  C.  C.  A. 
267,  35  L.  R.  A.  728,  and  in  Victor  Talking  Machine  Co.  v. 
The  Fair,  123  Fed.  424,  61  C.  C.  A.  58.  In  Bement  v. 
National  Harrow  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L. 
Ed.  1058,  the  action  was  one  for  breach  of  a  contract  by 
which  the  patentee  had  suffered  his  invention  to  be  used  on 
condition  that  the  articles  embodying  it  should  not  be  sold 
below  a  certain  price.  In  Nation^  Phonograph  Co.  v. 
SchZegel,  128  Fed.  733,  64  C.  C.  A.  694,  the  bill  was  not  to 
restrain  infringement,  but  to  enjoin  sales  by  a  vendee  who 
was  a  jobber  and  who  by  direct  contract  had  purchased 
phonographs  made  under  the  patent,  agreeing  to  sell  only  at 
a  named  price  and  only  to  retailers  who  signed  an  agreement 
regulating  retail  sales.  Whether  a  remedy  is  sought  for  the 
violation  of  restrictions  placed  by  a  patentee,  upon  either 
the  use  or  the  sale  of  an  article  made  under  the  patent,  is 
in  tort  or  in  contract,  the  rules  of  the  conmion  law  in  respect 
of  monopolies  and  restraints  of  trade  have  no  application, 
because  the  very  object  of  [28]  the  patent  law  is  to  give  to 
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the  patentee  an  ezdusive  monopoly  in  using,  making,  and 
selling  the  device  which  embodies  the  invention,  and  this 
exclusive  right  he  may  exercise  by  contracts  under  which  he 
reserves  to  himself  so  much  of  his  exclusive  right  as  he  does 
not  elect  to  sell  or  assign  or  license.  It  follows  therefore 
that  contracts  restraining  subsequent  sales  or  use  of  a  pat- 
ented article  which  would  contravene  the  common-law  rules 
against  monopolies  and  restraints  of  trade,  if  made  in  respect 
of  unpatented  articles,  are  valid  because  of  the  monopoly 
granted  by  the  patent.  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Co.^  186 
U.  S.  70,  91,  93,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1068 ;  Edison 
Phonograph  Co.  v.  Kaufmann  (C.  C)  105  Fed.  960;  Edhon 
Phonograph  Co.  v.  Pike  (C.  C.)  116  Fed.  863;  Victor  Talk^ 
ing  Machine  Co.  v.  The  Fair,  123  Fed.  424,  61  C.  C.  A.  58. 
In  the  Bement  Case,  cited  above,  the  action  was  at  law  to 
recover  liquidated  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  in 
respect  of  the  price  at  which  articles  made  under  a  patent 
should  be  sold.    The  court,  among  other  things,  said : 

*'The  very  object  of  tbese  laws  is  monopoly,  and  the  rule  is,  witli 
very  few  exceptions,  that  any  conditions  which  are  not  In  their  very 
nature  illegal  with  regard  to  this  kind  of  property.  Imposed  by  the 
patentee  and  agreed  to  by  the  licensee  for  the  right  to  manufacture 
or  use  or  seU  the  article,  will  be  upheld  by  the  courts.  The  fact  thai 
the  conditions  in  the  contracts  keep  up  the  monopoly  or  fix  prices 
does  not  render  them  illegal." 

In  regard  to  the  provision  in  respect  to  price  the  court 
said: 

"  The  provision  In  regard  to  the  price  at  which  the  licensee  would 
seU  tbtf  article  manufactured  under  the  license  was  also  an  appro- 
priate and  reasonable  condition.  It  tended  to  keep  up  the  price  of 
the  Implements  manufactured  and  sold,  but  that  was  only  recognizing 
the  nature  of  the  property  in,  and  providing  for  its  value  as  far  as 
possible.  This  the  parties  were  legally  entitled  to  do.  The  owner  of 
a  patmited  article  can,  of  course,  charge  such  price  as  he  may  choose, 
and  the  owner  of  a  patent  may  assign  it  or  sell  the  right  to  manu- 
facture and  sell  the  article  patented  upon  the  condition  that  the  as- 
signee sbaU  charge  a  certain  amount  for  such  article." 

It  was  urged  in  the  same  case  that  the  stipulations  restrict- 
ing the  price  at  which  sales  might  be  made  was  in  violation 
of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat.  209,  c  647 
[U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  upon  the  subject  of  trusts 
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and  restraints  of  interstate  trade,  but  the  court  held  that  the 
act  did  not  apply  to  contracts  in  relation  to  patented  articles, 
saying: 

**  But  that  statute  clearly  does  not  refer  to  that  kind  of  a  restraint 
of  Interstate  commerce  which  may  arise  from  reasonable  and  legal 
conditions  imposed  upon  the  licensee  or  assignee  of  a  patent  by  the 
owner  thereof,  restricting  the  terms  upon  which  the  article  may  be 
used  and  the  price  to  be  demanded  therefor.  Such  a  construction  of 
the  act  we  have  no  doubt  was  never  contemplated  by  its  framers." 

In  National  Phonograph  Co.  v.  Schlegel,  128  Fed.  733,  64 
C.  C.  A.  594,  the  same  reasoning  was  followed  and  the  valid- 
ity of  an  agreement  restraining  prices  held  to  be  a  valid 
contract,  because  it  related  to  a  patented  article.  There  are 
such  wide  differences  between  the  right  of  multiplying  and 
vending  copies  of  a  production  protected  by  the  copyright 
statute  and  the  rights  secured  to  an  inventor  imder  the 
patent  statutes  that  the  cases  which  relate  to  the  one  subject 
are  not  altogether  controlling  as  to  the  other.  See  Bobbs- 
MerriU  Co.  v.  [29]  Straus  (C.  C.  A.)  147  Fed.  15, 23.  Never- 
theless, the  statutory  right  to  exclusively  publish  and  vend 
copies  of  a  copyrighted  production  would  seem  to  take  direct 
contracts  between  the  publisher  and  his  vendees  in  respect 
to  the  price  at  which  subsequent  sales  shall  be  made  outside 
of  the  rule  as  to  restraints  of  trade  which  might  otherwise 
apply.  Murphy  v.  Christian  Press  Ass^n^  38  App.  Div.  426, 
56  N.  Y.  Supp.  597.  But  one  who  makes  or  vends  an  article 
which  is  made  by  a  secret  process  or  private  formula  cannot 
appeal  to  the  protection  of  any  statute  creating  a  monopoly 
in  his  product.  He  has  no  special  property  in  either  a  trade 
secret  or  a  private  formula.  The  process  or  the  formula  is 
valuable  only  so  long  as  he  keeps  it  secret.  The  public  is  free 
to  discover  it  if  it  can  by  fair  and  honest  means,  and,  when 
discovered,  anyone  has  the  right  to  use  it  Chadwick  v. 
Covell,  151  Mass.  190,  23  N.  E.  1068,  6  L.  R.  A.  839,  21  Am. 
St  Rep.  442;  Tabor  v.  Hoffman,  118  N.  Y.  30,  23  N.  E.  12, 
16  Am.  St  Rep.  740 ;  Peabody  v.  Norfolk,  98  Mass.  452,  96 
Am.  Dec.  664 ;  Vulcan  Detinning  Co.  v.  American  Contract- 
ing  Co.,  58  Atl.  290,  67  N.  J.  Eq.  243.  In  Chadwick  v. 
Covell,  Justice  Holmes,  speaking  of  the  character  of  the  title 
one  has  to  a  secret  formula,  said : 
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"Dr.  Spencer  had  no  ezdusiye  right  to  the  use  of  his  formulas. 
His  only  right  was  to  prevent  anyone  from  obtaining  or  using  them 
through  a  breach  of  trust  or  contract.  Any  one  who  came  honestly 
to  the  knowledge  of  them  could  use  them,  without  Dr.  Spencer's  per- 
miasion  and  against  his  will.  Peahody  v.  Norfolk,  98  Mass.  452,  458. 
96  Am.  Dec.  604;  Moris(m  v.  Moat,  9  Hare,  241,  263;  WUHams  v. 
WUliams,  8  Meriv.  157.  The  defendant  got  his  knowledge  honestly, 
and  therefore  has  a  right  to  make  and  sell  the  medicines.  Having 
the  right  to  make  and  sell  the  medicines,  the  defendant  has  the  righi 
to  signi^r  to  the  public  that  the  medicines  are  made  according  to  the 
formulas  used  by  Dr.  Spencer." 

In  Tabor  v.  H  off  many  cited  above,  the  New  York  court 
said: 

"  If  a  valuable  medicine,  not  protected  by  patent,  is  put  upon  the 
market,  any  one  may,  if  he  can  by  a  chemical  analysis  and  a  series 
of  experiments,  or  by  any  other  use  of  the  medicine  itself  aided  by 
his  own  resources  only,  discover  the  ingredients  and  their  propor- 
tions. If  he  thus  finds  out  the  secret  of  the  proprietor,  he  may  use 
it  to  any  extent  that  he  desires  without  danger  of  interference  by  the 
courta" 

But  in  the  case  of  a  patent  the  monopoly  endures  for  the 
whole  term  of  the  patent.  It  gives  the  patentee  the  right  to 
control  the  use  of  his  invention  during  the  entire  period,  and 
he  may  rightfully  protect  by  contract  his  poveer  to  regulate 
all  manufacture,  sale,  or  use  of  things  embodying  his  in- 
vention. It  is  this  continuity  of  the  right  granted  to  the 
patentee  which  distinguishes  it  from  the  right  to  manufac- 
tude,  sell,  or  use  unpatented  articles.  If  a  man  shall  make 
a  new  invention  or  make  a  new  discovery  and  it  is  useful,  he 
may  obtain  a  patent  and  thus  secure  a  reward.  But  even 
then  he  must  pursue  the  prescribed  course  in  order  to  obtain 
it.  He  may  keep  his  secret  if  he  can.  But,  if  he  puts  upon 
the  market  things  embodying  it,  he  forever  loses  his  right 
to  acquire  a  monopoly  in  it;  i.  e.,  to  obtain  a  patent,  either 
for  manufacture,  sale,  or  use.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  be- 
cause the  owner  of  a  secret  formula  cannot  protect  himself 
against  discovery  of  his  secret  by  fair  means  that  he  cannot 
protect  himself  against  a  betrayal  of  his  secret  by  one  who 
has  received  it  through  [80]  confidential  relations.  Jar^ris 
V.  Knapp^  121  Fed.  34,  58  C.  C.  A.  1 ;  Harrison  v.  Glucose 
Co.y  116  Fed.  304,  311,  53  C.  C.  A.  484,  58  L.  R.  A.  915; 
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Tabor  v.  Hoffman,  118  N.  Y.  30,  23  N.  E.  12,  16  Am.  SI. 
Rep.  740 ;  Moriaon  v.  Moat,  9  Hare,  241 ;  CJiadwick  v.  CoveU, 
151  Mass.  190, 23  N.  E.  1068,  6  L.  R.  A.  839,  21  Am.  St  Rep. 
442.  So  also  will  the  owner  of  a  secret  process  or  formula  be 
protected  against  a  breach  of  coHtract,  when  the  secret  'i» 
communicated  in  confidence  and  under  restrictions  as  to  its 
use.  Fowle  v.  Park,  131 U.  S.  88, 9  Sup.  Ct.  658, 38  L.  Ed.  67. 
In  Fowle  v.  Park,  the  owner  of  the  formula  sold  the  right 
to  make  the  remedy  and  sell  it  under  its  trade-name  at  a 
restricted  price  within  a  given  territory.  The  court  enjoined 
the  breach  of  this  agreement.  The  conclusion  of  the  learned 
Chief  Justice  who  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court  seems  to 
rest,  not  upon  any  notion  that  contracts  touching  the  sale  of 
a  secret  formula  or  trade  secret  were  outside  the  rules  of  the 
common  law  in  regard  to  restraints  of  trade,  but  rather  upon 
the  theory  that  such  contracts  were  governed  by  the  principle 
against  restraints,  but  valid  because  the  covenants  were  made 
in  connection  with  the  sale  of  a  business  and  not  larger  than 
necessary  to  protect  the  reserved  rights  of  the  assignor  to 
carry  on  the  same  business.  In  Central  Trajtsportation  Co. 
V.  PvUman  Palace  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24,  53,  11  Sup.  Ct.  478, 
35  L.  Ed.  55,  Justice  Gray  seems  to  have  rested  the  legality 
of  such  covenants  upon  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  property 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  sale,  saying: 

"  Upon  tbe  sale  of  a  secret  process,  a  coTenant,  express  or  Imidted. 
tbat  tbe  Beller  wilt  not  use  tbe  process  htmself  or  commuiilcat«  It  to 
any  otbsr  |>erB0D,  Is  lawfal,  because  tbe  process  mast  be  kept  secret 
In  order  to  be  of  any  value,  BDd  tbe  pnbllc  has  do  iaterest  In  tbe 
question  by  wbom  It  is  sold." 

The  most  satisfactory  ground  upon  which  coveuante  re- 
straining the  use  to  be  made  of  a  trade  secret  may  be  said 
to  not  contravene  the  common-law  rules  against  monopoly 
and  restraints  lies  in  the  peculiar  character  of  tbe  property 
right  which  is  concerned.     So  long  as  the  owner  of  such  a 
I  he  has  necessarily  a  monopoly 
'gal  restraint  because  he  refuses 
is  the  public  interest  affected 
III  is  used  by  A.  or  It.  or  by  both, 
of  trade  in  respect  of  a  method 
ily  to  the  discoverer  and  those  to 
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whom  he  chooses  to  communicate  it  under  restrictions.  Hav- 
ing no  right  to  compel  a  publication,  the  public  lose  no  right 
by  respecting  a  restricted  disclosure,  for  no  freedom  of 
traflSc  has  been  stifled.  The  language  of  Justice  Holmes  in 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie,  198  U.  S.  236,  26  Sup.  Ct.  637, 
49  L.  Ed.  1031,  in  respect  of  contracts  limiting  the  right  of 
those  who  receive  the  market  quotations  to  a  special  use^  is 
equally  applicable  to  trade  secrets  in  general.  The  learned 
justice  said: 

''But,  so  far  as  these  contracts  limit  the  communication  of  what 
the  plaintiff  might  have  reftained  from  communicating  to  any  one, 
there  is  no  monopoly  or  attempt  at  monopoly  and  no  contract  in 
restraint  of  trade,  either  under  the  statutes  or  at  common  law.'* 

In  Ammunition  Co.  v.  Nordenfddt^  L.  B.  1  Ch.  Div.  630, 
1894,  Lord  Justice  Bowen  said  that  the  sale  of  a  trade  secret 
was  not  with [81] in  the  mischief  of  restraint  of  trade, 
because,  ^unless  such  a  bargain  was  treated  as  outside  the 
doctrine  of  general  restraint  of  trade,  there  could  be  no  sale 
of  secret  processes  of  manufacture." 

The  basis  of  the  common-law  protection  accorded  to  an 
author  is  the  same.  His  legal  rights  grow  out  of  the  peculiar 
nature  of  the  property.  His  composition  is  properly  re- 
garded as  his  absolute  property.  He  need  not  disclose  it. 
But  the  unrestricted  offer  of  a  single  copy  to  the  public  op- 
erates as  a  disclosure  or  publication,  and  his  exclusive  right 
to  make  other  copies  is  gone.  But  he  may  in  confidence  ex- 
hibit his  work  under  restrictions,  and  this,  like  the  confi- 
dential disclosure  of  a  trade  secret,  will  not  amount  to  a 
dedication  to  the  public,  and  he  will  be  protected  against  a 
violation  of  the  conditions  imposed.  The  whole  subject  of 
the  common-law  rights  of  an  author  is  so  fully  and  carefully 
discussed  by  Judge  Townsend  in  Werckfrieister  v.  American 
Lithographic  Co.,  134  Fed.  321,  69  C.  C.  A.  553,  68  L.  R.  A. 
591,  and  in  Bohhs-Merrill  Co.  v.  Straus  (C.  C.  A.)  147  Fed. 
15,  that  it  would  be  a  work  of  supererogation  to  again  go 
over  the  subject.  The  cases  relating  to  the  distribution  of 
news  and  information  rest  also  upon  the  peculiar  kind  of 
property  rights  involved.  So  long  as  one  who  by  his  own 
industry  has  gathered  together  news  or  information,  and  does 
not  disclose  it,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  make  publication. 
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The  matter  is  his  own  in  as  true  a  sense  as  a  trade  secret  or 
private  formula,  or  the  composition  of  an  author.  '  In  such 
circumstances  it  is  not  illegal  to  protect  the  news  gatherer 
against  the  piratical  use  of  his  news  and  prevent  a  public 
disclosure  by  one  who  has  placed  himself  under  obligation 
to  respect  a  restricted  use.  In  such  case  public  disclosure  is 
destructive  of  its  value  as  property.  Board  of  Trade  v. 
ChrisHej  198  U.  S.  236,  250,  26  Sup.  Ct.  637,  49  L.  Ed.  1031 ; 
Jewelers^  Mercantile  Agy.  v.  Jewelers*  Pub.  Co.^  84  Hun,  12, 
82  N.  Y.  Supp.  41 ;  Id.,  166  N,  Y.  261,  49  N.  E.  872,  41 
L.  R.  A.  846,  63  Am.  St  Rep.  666 ;  Natiofial  Tel.  News  Co.  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  119  Fed.  294,  66  C.  C.  A.  198 ;  Ex- 
change  Tel.  Co.  v.  Gregory,  etc.,  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  Div.  147  (1896) ; 
F.  W.  Dodge,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Construction  Co.,  183  Mass.  62,  66 
N.  E.  204,  60  L.  R.  A.  810,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  412.  In  the 
Board  of  Trade  Case,  cited  above.  Justice  Holmes,  speaking 
of  the  protection  granted  to  the  business  of  distributing  stock 
quotations,  said : 

**  In  the  first  place,  apart  from  special  objections,  the  plaintiff's 
collection  of  quotations  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  law.  It 
stands  like  a  trade  secret.  The  plaintiff  has  the  right  to  keep  the 
work  which  it  has  done,  or  paid  for  doing  it,  to  Itselt  *  *  *  The 
plaintiff  does  not  lose  its  rights  by  communicating  the  result  to  per- 
sons, even  if  many,  in  confidential  relations  to  itself,  under  a  contract 
not  to  make  it  public.** 

The  trading  stamp  and  railroad  ticket  cases,  such  as  Sperry 
cfe  Hutchinson  Co.  v.  Mechanics^  Clothing  Co.  (C.  C.)  135 
Fed.  833,  and  Nashville,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  McConneU  (C.  C.) 
82  Fed.  65,  likewise  rest  upon  the  peculiar  character  of  the 
property  rights  involved.  Neither  concern  the  buying  and 
selling  of  articles  of  general  commerce,  and  both  relate  to 
things  in  the  nature  of  contracts  personal  in  character,  and 
not  to  things  which  can  ever  become  the  subject  of  general 
trade  and  traffic.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  because  a  secret 
process  [32]  or  formula  for  a  medicine  or  beverage  will  be 
protected  against  betrayal  by  employ&  or  tliose  to  whom  it 
has  been  communicated  in  confidence  under  a  contract  for  a 
restricted  use  that  a  system  of  contracts  for  the  control  of 
all  sales  and  sub-sales  of  the  device,  medicine,  or  beverage 
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when  once  made  will  be  outside  of  the  rules  in  restraint  of 
trade  simply  because  the  product  of  such  secret  process  or 
formula.  We  have  here  to  deal  not  with  contracts  which 
relate  to  the  secret  formula  itself,  or  the  right  to  use  a  trade- 
name or  dress,  as  in  Fowle  v.  Park^  131  U.  S.  88,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
658, 33  L.  Ed.  67,  but  with  the  preparation  when  made  by  the 
owners  of  the  process.  The  preparation  when  ready  for  the 
market  and  the  formula  are  two  separate  and  distinct  things 
and  may  have  distinct  ownerships.  Contracts  in  respect  of 
a  restricted  use  of  the  formula  are  not  within  the  rule  against 
restraint  because  of  the  character  of  the  property  right  in 
such  a  secret.  There  can  be  no  unrestricted  use,  before  dis- 
covery by  fair  means,  to  which  the  owner  does  not  consent, 
and  then  only  at  the  expense  of  the  destruction  of  its  com- 
mercial value  as  a  secret;  but  this  is  not  the  case  with  con- 
tracts which  affect  only  traffic  in  the  manufactured  product 
of  the  secret  formula.  Freedom  of  traffic  in  that  is  consistent 
with  its  value  and  does  not  involve  exposure  of  the  formula. 

Neither  is  there  any  such  analogy  between  an  article  made 
under  a  patent  and  an  article  made  under  a  secret  formula 
as  to  require  like  exemptions  from  the  rules  which  relate  to 
articles  made  under  neither.  It  is  well  at  this  point  to  notice 
that  the  exemption  from  the  rule  against  restraint  has  never 
been  extended  to  contracts  in  respect  of  articles  made  under 
a  patent  which  have  once  passed  beyond  the  domain  of  the 
patent  by  an  original  sale  without  restriction.  The  only 
reason  which  has  ever  been  given  for  holding  that  a  contract 
restricting  the  field  of  using,  selling,  or  making  of  an  article 
made  under  a  patent  is  that  the  patent  statute  has  granted 
an  exclusive  monopoly  which  cannot  be  cut  down  by  the 
rule  against  restraint  for  that  would  be  to  grant  a  monopoly 
by  law  and  then  proceed  to  take  it  away  by  law. 

But,  if  the  owner  of  a  secret  process  or  a  private  formula 
does  not  or  cannot  bring  himself  under  the  protection  of  the 
patent  statute  by  securing  a  patent  upon  his  discovery,  he 
cannot  claim  the  advantage  of  the  statute.  The  patent  law, 
in  consideration  of  a  full  and  complete  publication  of  the 
discovery  or  invention  of  the  patentee,  has  granted  to  him  a 
monopoly  of  his  invention,  including  the  making,  selling. 
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and  using  of  devices  embodying  it,  for  a  limited  term  of 
years.  At  the  end  of  that  time  the  disclosure  made  at  the 
time  he  applied  for  his  patent  will  enable  the  public  to 
enjoy  his  discovery,  and  thus  find  compensation  for  the  ex- 
clusive right  temporarily  conceded  to  the  inventor.  No 
statute  grants  any  such  monopoly  to  anyone  who  does  not 
elect  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefits  of  the  patent  or  copy- 
right law.  A  trade  secret  or  medical  formula  protects  its 
owner  only  against  those  who  acquire  it  under  a  confidential 
obligation  to  guard  against  disclosure,  and,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  one  is  free  not  only  to  use  the  process  or 
formula  if  discovered  by  skill  and  investigation  without 
breach  of  trust,  but  to  make  and  sell  the  thing  or  preparation 
as  made  [33]  by  the  process  or  formula  of  the  original  dis- 
coverer, if  that  be  the  truth.  Chadwick  v.  Covell^  151  Mass. 
190,  23  N.  E.  1068,  6  L.  R.  A.  839,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  442.  To 
say  that  the  owner  of  this  secret  need  not  make  the  medicine, 
nor  sell  it  when  made,  unless  it  suits  his  convenience,  is  true. 
But  the  same  thing  may  be  said  of  the  man  who  grows 
potatoes.  He  need  not  grow  them,  and  need  not  sell  them 
when  grown.  But,  if  something  be  conceded  in  favor  of  an 
article  which  no  one  can  produce  except  the  owner  of  the 
formula  over  one  which  any  one  can  produce,  what  shall  it 
be?  There  is  no  statute  creating  a  lawful  monopoly  such  as 
seems  to  take  articles  made  thereunder  without  the  rule 
against  illegal  restraint.  Neither  will  the  commercial  value 
of  the  manufactured  product  vanish  if  subjected  to  the 
principles  which  apply  to  things  not  so  made.  None  of  the 
reasons  which  apply  to  patented  articles,  copyrighted  pro- 
ductions, or  to  restricted  disclosure  of  the  secret  formula 
itself  apply  to  the  product  of  the  formula. 

Without  assenting  to  the  claim  that  the  making  and  sell- 
ing of  the  preparation  is  a  "publication"  in  the  technical 
sense  of  that  term,  we  are  nevertheless  unable  to  discover 
any  legal  or  economic  reason  which  justly  exempts  such  arti- 
cles when  made  from  all  of  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
which  forbid  unreasonable  restraints  in  trade  and  from  the 
Anti-Trust  Act  of  Congress  in  so  far  as  trade  in  the  pre- 
pared medicine  is  the  subject  of  interstate  commerce.    Judge 
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Cochran,  who  heard  this  case  below,  after  considering  the 
differences  between  a  secret  process  and  the  article  made, 
said: 

"  What  is  there,  then,  in  the  natnre  of  the  articles  made  under  a 
secret  process  to  occasion  any  difference  between  them  and  articles 
not  so  made  or  between  them  and  articles  which  one  may  not  have 
made  at  all,  but  simply  owns,  in  the  matter  of  the  validity  of  restrain- 
ing contracts  entered  into  by  the  purchasers  thereof  from  the  owner? 
It  is  hard  to  conceive  of  any.  It  is  true  that  the  manufacturer  and 
owner  of  the  articles  made  under  the  secret  process  may  refrain  from 
making  them  and  selling  them  to  purchasers  and  thns  putting  them 
on  the  market.  Bqnally  so  the  manufacturer  and  owner  of  any  other 
articles  may  refrain  from  so  doing.  So,  also,  the  owner  of  articles 
that  be  has  not  made,  but  purchased  or  obtained  otherwise  from  the 
manufacturer,  may  refrain  from  selling  them  to  purchasers  and  thus 
putting  them  on  the  market  Suppose  the  owner  of  a  patent  should 
sell  all  the  articles  made  under  it  to  another  with  license  to  use  or 
resell  them,  thus  passing  them  outside  of  the  monopoly  of  the  patent 
hands  of  the  purchaser,  would  the  mere  fact  that  they  had  been  made 
nnder  the  patent  lend  any  sanctioning  force  to  a  restraining  contract 
entered  into  in  reference  thereto  by  a  subpurchaser  thereof?  I  must 
conclude,  therefore,  that  the  fact  that  the  complainant's  medicine 
has  been  made  under  a  secret  process  has  no  effect  whatever  upon  the 
validity  of  the  system  of  contracts  involved  herein.  He  has  no  greater 
rights  in  relation  thereto,  as  distinguished  from  the  secret  process 
under  which  it  was  made,  than  the  owner  of  any  other  tangible  per- 
sonal property,  whether  made  by  him  or  not,  would  have  in  relation 
to  snch  property." 

Although  Judge  Cochran  concluded  that  the  complain- 
ant's preparations  were  no  more  exempt  from  the  common- 
law  rules  against  restraints  of  trade  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  they  had  been  prepared  under  secret  formulas  than  if 
that  had  not  been  the  case,  he  reached  the  ultimate  conclu- 
aioii  that  any  vendor  of  an  article  might  make  similar  con- 
tracts to  those  in  suit,  and  that  the  control  which  was  there- 
by secured  over  subsequent  sales  was  not  an  unreasonable 
restraint  [34]  of  trade.  Most  of  the  cases  which  he  cites  in 
support  of  his  conclusion  are  in  conflict  with  the  grounds 
upon  which  he  rests  his  decision,  and,  indeed,  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  Hartman  Company  have  not  assented  to  so 
much  of  Judge  Cochran's  opinion  as  holds  that  a  trade  secret 
remedy  stands  in  no  better  plight  than  it  would  if  the  prepa- 
Kation  had  been  disclosed  upon  the  label.    And  so  it  has  come 
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about  that  the  cases  which  have  directly  inyolved  the  Hart- 
man  system  of  contracts,  and  which  are  relied  upon  by 
counsel  to  sustain  their  legality,  all  stand  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  an  article  made  under  a  secret  formula  may  be  the 
subject  of  contracts  maintaining  prices  and  controlling  sub- 
sequent sales  to  as  full  an  extent  as  an  article  made  under  a 
patent  or  a  production  secured  by  a  copyright  The  cases 
directly  in  point  are  all  nisi  prius  decisions,  except  Jayne  y, 
Loder^  149  Fed.  21,  decided  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
Third  Circuit,  and  are  all  quite  recent.  They  include  three 
cases  in  which  the  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  was  the  plain- 
tiflF,  namely.  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  v.  Ooldthwaite 
(C.  C.)  133  Fed.  794.  The  force  of  this  case  is  weakened 
because  the  decree  was  not  resisted.  The  next  is  Dr.  Miles 
Medical  Co.  v.  Jaynes  Drug  Co.^  149  Fed.  838,  decided  by  the 
same  judge  who  decided  the  Goldthwaite  Case.  The  next  is 
Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Piatt  (C.  C.)  142  Fed.  606.  This 
was  followed  by  Wells  <&  Richardson  v.  Abraham  (C.  C.) 
146  Fed.  190,  in  which  the  legality  of  the  contracts  was  not 
denied,  thus  lessening  the  value  of  the  opinion  as  an  au- 
thority. The  ground  upon  which  the  two  contested  cases 
cited  above  was  rested  was  the  identity  between  the  rights 
of  a  patentee  and  the  owner  of  a  mere  trade  secret  or  private 
formula  with  respect  to  the  product  or  manufactured  article. 

Thus,  in  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Jaynes^  cited  above,  Judge 
Colt  said : 

"The  contention  of  the  defendants  Is  that  these  contracts  are  un- 
lawful because  they  are  in  restraint  of  trade.  In  support  of  this 
they  do  not  rely  so  much  upon  the  common-law  rule  as  upon  the 
federal  statute  (26  Stat.  209).  The  bill  aUeges  that  the  complainant 
is  the  exclusive  owner  of  these  secret  formulas,  and  the  exclusiTe 
manufacturer  of  these  remedies.  It  follows  that,  until  voluntary 
disclosure  or  lawful  discovery,  the  complainant  has  an  exclusive  prop- 
erty in  these  trade  secrets  and  has  the  exclusive  right  to  malse  and 
use  and  vend  the  articles  made  thereunder.  The  exclusive  right  or 
property  in  a  trade  secret  is  of  necessity  a  monopoly,  the  same  as  a 
patent  or  a  copyright.  The  complainant  may  make  these  articles,  or 
refrain  from  making  them.  It  may  sell  them,  or  refrain  from  selling 
them.  It  may  sell  them  to  one  person,  and  not  to  another,  and  at 
such  prices  and  upon  such  conditions  as  it  may  deem  most  advan- 
tageous. Ck)ntracts  like  those  set  out  in  the  bill  concerning  articles 
made  under  trade  secrets,  the  same  as  similar  contracts  concerning 
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articles  made  under  a  patent  or  oopfzi^t,  ate  outside  the  role  of 
restraint  of  trade  whether  at  common  law  or  under  the  federal 
statute.  Hartman  y.  Park  (C.  G.)  145  Fed.  358;  Dr,  Miles  Medical 
Co.  V.  Piatt  (C.  C.)  142  Fed.  606;  WelU  d  Richardson  Co.  v.  AhraJiam 
(G.  O.)  146  Fed.  190;  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Ooldthwaite  (O.  0.) 
133  Fed.  7M ;  Bement  y.  National  Harrow  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  747,  46  L.  Bd.  1058;  Board  of  Trade  y.  ChrUtie,  108  U.  S.  286, 
252,  25  Sup.  Gt.  637,  49  L.  Bd.  1031;  Qarst  y.  irarrfo,.177  Mass.  72,  74, 
58  N.  E.  174 ;  Fotole  v.  Park,  131  U.  S.  88,  97,  9  Sup.  Gt.  658,  33  L.  Ed. 
67 ;  Park  d  Sons  Co.  y.  National  WJiolesale  Druggists'  Association,  175 
N.  Y.  1,  67  N.  B.  136,  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  96  Am.  St  Rep.  578;  Standard 
Fireprooilng  Company  y.  St.  Louis  Company,  177  Mo.  669,  76  S.  W. 
1008;  Victor  Company,  y.  The  Fair,  123  Fed.  424,  61  G.  G.  A.  58; 
Heaton-Peninsula  Company  y.  Eureka  Company  (G.  G.)  77  Fed.  288, 
25  G.  G.  A.  267,  35  L.  R.  A.  728;  [85]  Central  Shade  Company  y.  Cush- 
man,  143  Mass.  353,  9  N.  B.  629;  Good  y.  Daland,  121  N.  Y.  1,  24 
N.  B.  15." 

In  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Piatt  (C.  C.)  142  Fed.  606, 

610,  Judge  Kohlsaat  says: 

"These  suits  are  brought  for  an  infringement  or  yiolation  of  the 
property  right  of  the  complainants  in  the  secret  process  owned  or 
controlled  by  them.  The  right  of  a  patentee,  owner  of  a  copyright, 
or  owner  of  a  secret  process  in  merely  the  right  of  exclusion  or  debar- 
ment. The  holder  of  such  a  property  right,  as  said  by  the  court  in 
the  Victor  Talking  Machine  Gase,  cited  aboye,  is  a  czar  in  his  own 
domain.  He  may  sell  or  not,  as  he  chooses.  He  may  fix  such  prices 
as  he  pleases.  He  may  sell  at  one  price  to  one  person,  and  another 
to  another  person.  He  is  not  required  to  giye  reasons  or  deal  fairly 
with  purchasers.  Why  is  it  material,  then,  in  a  suit  to  preyent  in- 
fringement of  complainants'  rights  in  their  secret  processes,  to  inquire 
whether  complainants  haye  entered  into  a  combination  or  conspiracy 
to  control  the  yery  thing  they  are  lawfully  entitled  to  control?  " 

Jayne  v.  Loder^  cited  above,  was  cited  by  the  Third  Circuit 

Court  of  Appeals.    It  was  an  action  under  the  seventh  section 

of  the  Anti-Trust  act  against  a  combination  of  three  distinct 
national  associations,  one  that  of  the  wholesale  druggists, 

another  that  of  the  retail  druggists,  and  the  Association  of 
Manufacturers  of  Proprietary  Medicines.  The  object  of  the 
combination  was  to  exclude  every  dealer  from  trading  in 
proprietary  medicines  at  all  who  would  not  consent  to  sell  to 
members  of  the  combine  only  and  at  prices  named  by  it 
Arguendo  Judge  Archbald  did  say  that  an  individual  pro- 
prietor might  enforce  his  own  terms  in  respect  to  his  own 
goods.    But  this  was  not  involved.    The  combination  was  in 
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the  teeth  of  the  law  whether  an  individual  proprietor  could 
or  could  not  enforce  such  a  system  as  that  there  involved. 

If  we  are  right  in  our  conclusion  that  the  manufactured 
product  of  a  trade  secret  or  private  formula  is  not  immune 
from  the  common-law  rules  forbidding  monopolies  and  un- 
reasonable restraints  in  trade,  the  cases  above  referred  to 
must  be  disapproved,  at  least  in  so  far  as  they  are  grounded 
upon  the  cases  which  deal  with  articles  made  under  patents 
or  copyrights.  In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  above,  counsel 
for  the  appellees  cite  and  rely  upon  Park  v.  National  Whole* 
sale  Druggists'  Ass%  175  N.  Y.  1,  67  N.  E.  136,  62  L.  R.  A. 
632,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  578.  That  case  involved  the  validity  of 
a  method  of  doing  business  and  a  system  of  contracts  be- 
tween manufacturers  of  proprietary  medicines  and  whole- 
sale druggists  dealing  in  such  medicines  for  the  purpose  of 
suppressing  competition  in  prices.  The  opinion  does  not  sup- 
port the  validity  of  such  a  system  of  contracts  with  reference 
to  medicines  not  protected  by  any  patent,  for  the  decision 
is  bottomed  upon  the  assumption  that  the  ^'  proprietary  medi- 
cines," the  subject  of  the  contracts  then  involved,  were  made 
under  patents.  Judge  Haight,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said : 

**The  matter  in  controversy  has  reference  to  the  sale  by  mana- 
facturers  of  those  particular  medicines  or  remedies  covered  by  trado> 
maite,  copyrights,  or  patents  which  secure  to  the  manufacturer  or 
proprietor  the  exclusive  right  to  manufacture  and  sell  the  aame.  These 
medicines  are  known  as  '  proprietary  goods,'  and  their  manufacture 
and  sale  are  confessedly  under  the  control  and  management  of  the 
owner  or  manufacturer,  who  may  fix  his  own  price  and  adopt  such 
plan  for  the  sale  thereof  as  he,  in  his  judgment,  may  determine." 

[86]  To  the  objection  that  the  contracts  were  in  restraint 
of  trade,  he  said : 

"  Nor  does  the  plan  appear  to  me  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is 
true  that  it  does  away  with  the  competition  among  dealers  as  to 
prices,  but  it  creates  no  restriction  upon  them  as  to  the  quantities 
that  they  may  be  able  to  sell  or  the  territory  within  which  they  may 
confine  their  transactions;  but  upon  the  question  of  prices  we  must 
bear  in  mind  that  the  goods  are  covered  by  patent  rights  and  trade 
marks,  which  give  the  proprietors  the  exclusive  right  of  specifying 
prices  at  which  the  articles  shall  be  sold,  and,  following  this,  the  right 
also  to  require  dealers  to  maintain  the  prices  specified  " 
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The  principle  upon  which  Park  <Ss  Sons  Co.  v.  National 
Wholesale  Druggists^  Association  was  decided  is  emphasized 
in  the  subsequent  case  of  Straus  v.  American  Publishers'* 
Assn,  177  N.  Y.  473,  477,  69  N.  E.  1107,  64  L.  R.  A.  701, 
101  Am.  St.  Rep.  819,  where  was  involved  the  validity  of  an 
agreement  between  publishers  of  copyrighted  books  to  regu- 
late the  price  at  which  retail  dealers  should  sell  such  books. 
If  the  agreement  had  stopped  there,  the  New  York  court 
thought  the  agreement  valid  and  not  in  unlawful  restraint  of 
trade  under  the  principles  announced  in  Bement  v.  National 
Harrow  Company,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed. 
1058,  an  opinion  to  which  we  have  heretofore  referred,  which 
involved  contracts  for  controlling  prices  of  articles  made 
under  patents.  After  referring  to  the  Bement  Case  Judge 
Parker,  who  had  written  a  concurring  opinion  in  the  pre- 
vious case,  after  setting  out  the  reasoning  of  Justice  Peck- 
bam  in  the  Bement  Case,  said : 

"That  reasoning  is  employed  as  to  patent  riglits.  It  is  equally 
applicable  to  copyrights,  the  protection  of  which  was  perhaps  tho 
leading  object  of  the  association  and  agreement  attacked  in  this  ac- 
tion. And  it  points  to  the  principle  underlying  the  decision  in  the 
Park  d  Sons  Co,  Case,  175  N.  Y.  1,  67  N.  E.  136,  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  96 
Am.  St  Rep.  578,  upon  which  defendants  apparently  rest  their  claim 
that  the  Judgment  of  the  Appellate  Division  should  be  reversed.  But 
there  is  a  feature  in  this  case  not  to  be  found  in  that  one,  and  which 
requires  a  different  Judgment  than  the  one  rendered  therein,  which 
will  now  be  pointed  out.*' 

The  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge  Martin,  in  case  of  Park 
dk  Sons  Company,  175  N.  Y.  1,  67  N.  E.  136,  62  L.  R.  A.  632, 
96  Am.  St.  Rep.  578,  also  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that 
the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement  concerned  medicines 
made  under  patents.  See  page  42  of  175  N.  Y.,  on  page  140, 
of  67  N.  E.  (62  L.  R.  A.  632,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  578).  The 
vice  which  the  New  York  court  found  in  the  Straus  Ca^e 
was,  not  that  the  agreement  obliged  publishers  not  to  sell 
copyrighted  books  to  dealers  who  would  not  maintain  the 
retail  price  dictated  by  the  publishers,  but  that  they  also 
refused  to  sell  uncopyrighted  books  to  all  such  dealers  as  did 
not  maintain  prices  on  copyrighted  books.  This  the  court 
found  under  the  facts  of  the  case  would  operate  practically 
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to  exdude  all  persons  from  the  business  of  selling  uncopy- 
righted  books  who  would  not  become  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment to  maintain  the  price  of  copyrighted  books,  and  tended 
to  create  a  monopoly  of  sale  of  books  not  copyrighted. 
Touching  this,  the  court  said : 

*  While  the  leading  object  of  this  association  and  agreement  pur- 
ports to  be  to  secure  to  the  owner  and  publisher  of  copyrighted  books 
that  protec[87]tion  which  the  Federal  government  permits  them  to 
enjoy  for  the  reasons  stated  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall  (supra),  it 
does  not  stop  there.  It  also  alfects  the  right  of  a  dealer  to  sell  boolss 
not  copyrighted  at  the  price  he  chooses,  or  to  sell  at  all  if  he  fails  to 
comply  with  the  rules  of  the  association.  A  combination  creating  a 
monopoly  of  the  sale  of  boolss  not  protected  by  copyright  olfends 
against  the  law  of  this  state  as  much  as  if  it  related  to  bluestone 
[Union  Bluestone  Co.  Case,  164  N.  Y.  401,  58  N.  E.  525,  52  L.  R.  A. 
262,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  6551  or  envelopes  [Berlin  d  Jones  Envelope  Co, 
Case,  166  N.  T.,  292,  59  N.  E.  9061,  and  according  to  this  complaint, 
which  must  be  accepted  as  true  on  this  review,  such  an  outcome  is 
not  only  possible  but  probable.  But  it  is  not  of  moment  whether  such 
a  result  is  probable  or  not;  for  the  test  to  be  applied  is:  What  may 
be  done  under  the  agreement?  Reference  to  the  complaint  makes  it 
clear  that  the  association  has  undertaken  to  provide  for  the  practical 
exclusion  from  the  business  of  selling  books  not  protected  by  copy- 
right all  who  refuse  to  be  bound  by  the  rules  of  the  association." 

That  decision  puts  the  New  York  court  squarely  in  oppo- 
sition to  agreements,  combinations,  and  ^^  systems  of  con- 
tracts" between  a  manufacturer  of  unpatented  or  uncopy- 
righted  articles  and  his  vendees  which  tend  to  an  unreason- 
able restraint  of  trade  or  to  create  a  monopoly,  and  makes 
plain  the  ground  upon  which  such  contracts  had  been  main* 
tained  in  the  Park  <&  Sons  Co.  Case.  That  the  "  proprietary 
medicines,"  called  more  than  once  "  patent  medicines,"  were 
not  in  fact  patented,  is  of  no  significance,  if  true,  for  the 
court  assumed  they  were,  and  it  does  not  appear  from  any- 
thing in  any  of  the  opinions  that  the  fact  assumed  was  not 
true.  That  opinion,  by  its  own  language,  as  well  as  by  the 
pointed  reference  to  the  principle  upon  which  it  rested  in  the 
later  opinion  of  the  same  court,  has  no  application  when,  as 
here,  the  subject  of  the  contracts  in  question  is  unpatented 
and  uncopyrighted  articles.  The  cases  of  Elliman  <&  Sons  v. 
Cannngton  d-  Son,  L.  R.  1901,  2  Ch.  Div.  275,  and  Garst  v. 
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Harrisj  177  Mass.  72,  68  N.  E.  174,  are  also  cited  as  support- 
ing  the  l^ality  of  such  a  series  of  agreements  as  that  under 
which  complainant  conducts  his  business.  Both  cases  in- 
Yolved  contracts  of  sale  of  article,  presumably  made  under 
secret  formulas,  though  no  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact  in  the 
Elliman  Case.  Each  was  a  suit  directly  between  the  vendor 
and  his  vendee.  Each  involved  only  a  single  transaction  by 
which  the  article  was  sold  upon  an  agreement  that  the  pur* 
chaser  would  not  resell  at  less  than  a  named  price.  Neither 
concerned  any  other  rights  than  those  of  the  contracting  par- 
ties, and  neither  decides  more  than  that  an  agreement  of  sale 
of  a  chattel  by  which  the  purchaser  agrees  that  he  will  not 
sell  below  a  certain  price  is  valid  and  not  such  a  restraint  of 
trade  as  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  law.  Neither  case  holds  that 
a  buyer  from  such  a  vendee,  even  with  notice,  would  not  get 
title  or  come  under  the  obligation  of  the  contract  between  the 
original  parties.  The  most  that  can  be  made  of  the  deci- 
sions is  that,  having  regard  to  the  subject-matter  and  the 
limited  character  of  each  agreement,  neither  contract  had 
that  sweep  and  extent  which  would  constitute  the  restraint 
an  unreasonable  one,  and  therefore  not  within  the  mischief 
of  the  rule  against  restraints.  The  Elliman  Case  was  decided 
by  a  single  judge. 

Walsh  V.  Dwight  (Sup.)  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  91,  another  case 
relied  upon  to  support  the  decree,  was  an  action  by  a  maker 
and  dealer  in  saleratus  and  soda,  alleged  to  be  an  article  in 
common  use,  against  another  maker  who  sold  another  brand 
which  he  called  "  Dwight's  [88]  Cow  Brand  Saleratus  and 
Soda,"  for  damages  to  him  through  a  course  of  business  by 
which  his  brand  of  the  same  article  lost  much  demand.  The 
defendant  did  this,  first,  by  extensive  advertising;  second,  by 
giving  to  all  dealers  a  rebate  who  would  agree  to  sell  its 
article  at  a  minimum  price  named  and  to  charge  a  like  price 
for  every  other  brand.  The  price  thus  fixed  was,  as  averred, 
an  extravagant  price  and  operated  to  enlarge  the  demand  for 
the  defendant's  advertised  brand  and  diminish  that  for  the 
plaintiffs.  The  court  found  no  illegal  restraint  of  trade,  as 
there  was  "  nothing  to  prevent  others  from  engaging  in  the 
business  or  the  manxifacturers  of  other  articles  from  selling 
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their  products  to  anyone  willing  to  buy."    The  substance  of 
the  decision  is  well  stated  in  the  syllabus  as  follows: 

"An  agreement  by  a  manufacturer  with  his  customers  to  give  them 
a  rebate  if  they  should  refuse  to  sell  his  article,  or  other  similar 
articles,  at  less  tlian  a  certain  price,  is  not  in  restraint  of  trade.*' 

The  fact  that  "  Peruna  "  is  a  trade-name,  that  it  is  put  on 
the  market  in  a  distinctive  trade  dress,  has  no  bearing  upon 
the  question.  The  defendants  are  not  charged  with  infring- 
ing the  trade-mark  or  trade  dress.  The  medicine  they  bought 
was  the  medicine  put  up  by  the  complainant,  and  the  de- 
fendants have  neither  sold  nor  offered  to  sell  a  preparation 
of  their  own  for  and  as  the  preparation  of  the  complainant. 
A  trade-mark,  or  a  trade-name,  or  trade  dress,  have  no  other 
effect  than  to  prevent  one  from  "  palming "  off  his  goods 
for  those  of  another.  Garst  v.  Hall  <fe  Lyon  Co.^  179  Mass. 
688,  61  N.  E.  219,  55  L.  R.  A.  631 ;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June 
Mfg.  Co.,  163  U.  S.  169,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  41  L.  Ed.  118. 
The  averments  of  the  bill  as  to  the  complainant's  trade-name 
and  trade  dress  are  irrelevant,  for  no  exemption  from  the 
principles  of  the  common  law  is  secured  by  either.  Garst  v. 
Hall  <&  Lyon  Co.,  179  Mass.  588,  61  N.  E.  219,  55  L.  R.  A. 
631;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June  Mfg.  Co.,  163  U.  S.  169,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  1002,  41  L.  Ed.  118.  The  transactions  described  in 
the  bill  plainly  constitute  sales  of  complainant's  medicines 
and  the  general  title  passes  to  every  such  purchaser  and 
subpurchaser.  Garst  v.  Hall  cfi  Lyon  Co.,  179  Mass.  588,  590, 
61  N.  E.  219,  55  L.  R.  A.  631.  To  call  such  a  purchaser  an 
"  agent "  is  to  juggle  with  words.  "  Sale  "  is  a  word  of  pre- 
cise legal  import,  and  every  wholesaler  who  orders  goods 
under  one  of  complainant's  uniform  contracts  becomes  a 
buyer,  obtains  the  title,  and  may  convey  the  title  to  another. 
The  case  must  therefore  turn  upon  the  legality  of  the  restric- 
tions imposed  by  the  complainant  in  sales  which  pass  the 
general  property  in  chattels,  as  well  as  the  possession,  and 
provide  for  no  reverter. 

Neither  is  the  suit  based  upon  any  breach  of  contract  by 
the  defendants.  Confessedly,  they  have  made  no  contract 
with  complainants,  and  have  definitely  refused  to  conform 
to  complainant's  methods  of  doing  business.    That  they  have 
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bought  ^^  Peruna  "  on  the  market  from  sellers  who  had  it  for 
sale  is  true.  That  the  bill  avers  that  they  bought  without 
being  licensed  to  buy  is  true.  That  they  bought  from  ven- 
dors who  knew  this  fact  and  who  thereby  breached  their 
agreement  not  to  sell  to  dealers  who  had  not  been  certified 
to  them  as  licensed  buyers  who  had  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  complainant  restricting  re-sales  is  also  averred. 
That  Park  &  Sons  Company  knew  [39]  complainant's  plan 
of  business,  and  that  in  selling  to  them  every  such  vendor 
thereby  breached  his  agreement,  is  also  charged,  and,  for 
the  purpose  of  the  demurrer,  admitted.  What  is  the  result! 
Did  the  defendants  by  so  purchasing,  with  knowledge  of  the 
restrictions  imposed  upon  sales,  thereby  enter  into  contrac- 
tual relations  with  complainant?  Manifestly  not.  Did 
they  obtain  the  absolute  title,  notwithstanding  their  knowl- 
edge that  the  sale  was  in  breach  of  restrictions  imposed 
upon  the  seller?  Undoubtedly.  The  restrictions  imposed 
by  complainant  upon  sales  and  re-sales,  if  valid  at  all,  are^ 
only  so  because  they  constitute  personal  contracts  upon  which 
an  action  will  lie  only  against  the  contracting  party.  Garst 
V.  HaU  cfe  Lyon  Co.,  179  Mass.  588,  61  N.  E.  219,  66  L.  R.  A. 
631.  A  prime  objection  to  the  enforcibility  of  such  a  system 
of  restraint  upon  sales  and  prices  is  that  they  offend  against 
the  ordinary  and  usual  freedom  of  traffic  in  chattels  or 
articles  which  pass  by  mere  delivery. 

The  right  of  alienation  is  one  of  the  essential  incidents  of  a 
right  of  general  property  in  movables,  and  restraints  upon 
alienation  have  been  generally  regarded  as  obnoxious  to  pub- 
lic policy,  which  is  best  subserved  by  great  freedom  of  traffic 
in  such  things  as  pass  from  hand  to  hand.  General  restraint 
in  the  alienation  of  articles,  things,  chattels,  except  when  a 
very  special  kind  of  property  is  involved,  such  as  a  slave  or 
an  heirloom,  have  been  generally  held  void.  "If  a  man," 
says  Lord  Coke,  in  Coke  on  Littleton,  §  360,  "  be  possessed 
of  a  horse  or  any  other  chattel  real  or  personal,  and  give  his 
whole  interest  or  property  therein,  upon  condition  that  the 
donee  or  vendee  shall  not  alien  the  same,  the  same  is  void, 
because  his  whole  interest  and  property  is  out  of  him  so  as 
he  hath  no  possibility  of  reverter;  and  it  is  against  trade  and 
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traffic  and  bargaining  and  contracting  between  man  and 
man."  It  is  also  a  general  rule  of  the  common  law  that  a 
contract  restricting  the  use  or  controlling  sub-sales  cannot  be 
annexed  to  a  chattel  so  as  to  follow  the  article  and  obligate 
the  sub-purchaser  by  operation  of  notice.  A  covenant  which 
may  be  valid  and  run  with  land  will  not  run  with  or  attach 
itself  to  a  mere  chattel.  Spencer^s  Case^  3  Besolution,  5  Coke, 
16;  Wold's  Pollock  on  Contracts  (8d  Ed.)  278;  Splidt  v. 
Bowles,  10  East,  279,  282 ;  Smith  v.  Williams,  117  Ga.  782, 
45  S.  E.  394,  97  Am.  St  Rep.  220;  Prater  v.  Campbell,  110 
Ky.  23,  60  S.  W.  918;  Appollinaris  Co.  v.  Scherer  (C.  C.)  27 
Fed.  18,  21 ;  Garst  v.  Hall  cfe  Lyon  Co.,  179  Mass.  688,  691, 
61  N.  E.  219,  66  L.  R.  A.  631 ;  Toddy  Co.  v.  Sterions  Co.,  73 
Law  Journal,  1904,  Ch.  Div.  p.  191 ;  De  Mattox  v.  Gibson,  4 
De  J.  &  Jones,  276,  282.  Against  this  conclusion,  and  in  sup- 
posed opposition  to  the  above  authorities,  counsel  for  the  ap- 
pellee have  cited  the  line  of  cases  heretofore  referred  to  relat- 
ing to  contracts  restraining  the  use  or  sale  of  articles  made 
under  patents  or  copyrights.  We  have  already  indicated  herein 
that  thes^  cases  do  not  apply  to  contracts  which  do  not  relate 
to  articles  not  made  under  patents  or  copyrights.  They  also 
cite  New  York  Bank  Note  Co.  v.  Hamilton  Bank  Note  Co., 
180  N.  Y.  280,  29^295,  73  N.  E.  48,  De  Mattox  v.  Gibson, 
4  De  J.  &  Jones,  276,  and  Whitwell  v.  Tobacco  Co.,  125  Fed. 
464,  60  C.  C.  A.  590,  64  L.  R.  A.  689.  The  New  York  Bank 
Note  Company  Case  concerned  the  legality  of  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  "Kidder  [40]  Printing  Presses"  with  attach- 
ments enabling  them  to  do  a  certain  class  of  work.  There 
were  patents  upon  certain  parts  of  the  press,  but  none  upon 
the  attachments.  It  was  contended  that  a  covenant  which 
restricted  the  sales  of  the  press  with  the  attachments  was 
void  as  in  restraint  of  trade.  The  fourth  syllabus  is  in  these 
words : 


(( 


The  fact  that  the  contract  restricted  the  sale  of  presses  except  to 
the  printing  company,  and  that  a  separate  consideration  was  paid  for 
the  covenant  of  restriction,  does  not  render  the  contract  so  unreason- 
able In  its  restraint  of  trade  that  it  is  void  for  that  reason,  where 
the  adoption  of  the  press  to  the  special  use  was  the  work  of  both 
parties  and  the  covenant  not  to  sell  other  presses  for  similar  work 
accompanied  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  a  press,  and  constituted  an 
integral  part  of  the  thing  sold." 
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The  ground  is  better  shown  by  the  following  extract  from 
the  opinion  itself : 

*'  So  far  as  the  machine  was  the  subject  of  patent  its  use  was  law- 
folly  a  monopoly,  and  therefore  no  contract  relating  to  it  could  be 
condemned  as  creating  a  monopoly.  But,  whatever  nmy  have  been 
the  case  as  to  the  patentable  character  of  the  machine,  we  think  the 
fact  that  its  adaption  to  the  special  use  was  the  joint  work  of  both 
parties,  and  that  the  cov^iant  not  to  sell  other  presses  for  similar 
work  accompanied  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  a  machine,  rendered 
that  covenant  reasonable  as  constituting  an  integral  part  of  the  value 
of  the  thing  sokl." 

See  Tode  v.  Gross,  127  N.  Y.  480,  28  N.  E.  469, 13  L.  R.  A. 
652,  24  Am.  St  Rep.  475.  It  is  manifest  that  the  case  is  not 
in  point.    De  Afattox  v.  Gibson  is  still  less  an  authority. 

Under  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  a  charter  party  the 
question  arose  as  to  whether  a  mortgagee  of  the  chartered 
vessel  should  be  allowed  to  foreclose  and  thereby  intercept 
a  voyage  which  the  vessel  was  under  contract  to  make  when 
the  mortgage  was  given,  of  which  contract  the  mortgagee  had 
notice.  It  was  in  respect  of  such  facts  that  Justice  Bruce 
used  the  language  which  is  supposed  to  support  the  notion 
that  a  covenant  may  attach  to  chattels  which  pass  by  delivery 
from  hand  to  hand  and  bring  any  one  who  buys  with  notice 
under  the  restrictions  against  a  re-sale  at  less  than  a  dictated 
price.  But  even  in  that  case  it  was  said  that  the  mortgagee 
who  took  his  mortgage  with  notice  incurred  no  liability  in 
respect  to  the  charter  party,  and  was  only  obliged  to  desist 
from  doing  anything  which  would  prevent  performance. 
WhitweU  V.  Tobacco  Co.  involved  nothing  more  than  whether 
a  tobacco  manufacturer  might  sell  his  goods  at  one  price  to 
those  who  would  agree  to  buy  only  from  him  and  at  a  higher 
price  to  those  who  would  not. 

The  conclusion  we  reach  upon  all  the  foregoing  considera- 
tions is  that  the  complainant  .cannot  obtain  the  active  inter- 
position of  a  court  of  equity  against  one  who  is  under  no 
contract  relation  to  him,  unless  the  covenants  which  he  has 
imposed  upon  his  vendee  and  subvendees  are  only  such  rea- 
sonable and  partial  restraints,  for  his  own  protection,  as  may 
be  legally  exacted  by  one  who  sells  a  business  or  property. 
This  court  in  Vmted  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  Co,  et  al.,  85 
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Fed.  271,  281,  29  0.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  B.  A.  122  et  aeq.,  speak- 
ing by  Judge  Taft,  laid  down  as  an  indispensable  condition 
that  ^^  no  conventional  restraint  of  trade  can  be  enforced  un- 
less the  covenant  embodying  it  is  merely  ancillary  to  the  main 
purpose  of  a  lawful  contract,  and  neces[41]sary  to  protect 
the  covenantee  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  legitimate  fruits  of 
the  contract,  or  to  protect  him  from  the  dangers  of  an  unjust 
use  of  those  fruits  by  the  other  party."  Covenants  in  partial 
restraint,  and  ancillary  to  a  principal  contract,  which  had 
generally  been  upheld,  the  learned  judge  divided  into  five 
principal  classes.  The  fourth  of  these  classes  he  defined  as 
covenants  "  by  the  buyer  of  property  not  to  use  the  same  in 
competition  with  the  business  retained  by  the  seller."  As 
typical  cases  under  this  class,  he  cited  American  Strawboard 
Co.  V.  Haldeman  Paper  Co.^  83  Fed.  619, 27  C.  C.  A.  634,  and 
Hitchcock  V.  Anthony^  83  Fed.  779,  28  C.  C.  A.  80,  both  being 
decisions  by  this  court.  Navigation  Co.  v.  Winaor^  20  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  64,  22  L.  Ed.  315;  Dunlop  v.  Gregory,  10  N.  Y.  241, 
61  Am.  Dec.  746 ;  Eodge  v.  Sloan,  107  N.  Y.  244,  17  N.  E. 
335,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  816.  The  court  below  located  the  con- 
tracts here  involved  as  coming  under  the  fourth  class,  being 
covenants  ancillary  to  the  sale  of  the  medicines  put  up  by  the 
complainant,  which  he  concluded  were  not  unreasonable  for 
the  protection  of  the  retained  business  of  the  covenantee. 
Assuming  that  these  contracts  operate  only  as  a  partial  and 
not  a  general  restraint,  a  question  which  we  do  not  concede, 
and  that  they  are  properly  to  be  considered  as  covenants  an- 
cillary to  a  principal  contract,  are  the  restraints  thereby  im- 
posed necessary  to  protect  the  complainant  in  his  retained 
business,  or  to  protect  him  from  an  unjust  use  of  the  articles 
by  the  purchaser  ?  In  the  first  place,  we  are  to  consider  that 
we  are  not  here  dealing  with  a  single  contract.  The  com- 
plainant has  made  a  multitude  of  them  in  identical  terms, 
and  the  opposite  parties  comprehend,  according  to  his  bill,  a 
large  majority  of  the  wholesale  and  retail  druggists  in  the 
United  States.  The  reasons  which  might  uphold  covenants 
restricting  the  liberty  of  a  single  buyer  might  prove  quite 
inadequate  when  there  are  a  multitude  of  identical  agree- 
ments. The  single  covenant  might  in  no  way  affect  the  public 
interest,  when  a  large  number  might.    So,  also,  the  question 
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as  to  whether  the  restraint  was  necessary  to  the  retained 
business,  and  therefore  ancillary  to  the  principal  purpose  of 
the  agreement,  or  whether  the  restraining  covenants  were 
not  the  principal  rather  than  the  ancillary  matter,  would 
largely  depend  upon  the  general  sweep  and  result  of  a  mul- 
tiplication of  identical  contracts.  The  general  purpose  of 
each  separate  contract  is  the  regulation  of  the  prices  and  sales 
of  the  line  of  preparations  made  by  complainant.  A  com- 
mon  purpose  unites  each  covenantee  to  every  other  and  the 
**  system  "  is  to  be  construed  as  "  one  piece,"  in  which  the 
complainant  and  every  assenting  dealer,  whether  wholesaler 
or  retailer,  is  a  party,  and  the  agreement  of  each  such  cove- 
nantee to  sell  only  at  the  prices  dictated  by  the  manufacturer 
constitutes  one  general  scheme.  The  question  here  is  there- 
fore one  of  a  totally  different  character  from  that  which 
would  arise  if  the  question  was  the  more  simple  one  presented 
by  a  breach  by  a  single  covenantee.  In  Continental  WaU 
Paper  Co.  v.  Voight  <&  Sons  Co.  (C.  C.  A.)  148  Fed.  939, 
where  was  involved  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  and, 
where  each  wholesaler  and  retailer  in  the  business  had  exe- 
cuted separate  but  identical  contracts  with  the  corporation 
representing  the  combined  manufacturers,  we  held  that  each 
such  separate  covenantee  was  a  party  to  the  general  scheme 
for  enhancing  [48]  prices.  This  was  rested  upon  the  holding 
that  the  several  agreements  constituted  one  whole.  See,  also, 
observations  of  Judge  Taft  in  United  States  v.  Addyston 
Pipe  Co.,  85  Fed.  276,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A.  122,  and 
of  Justice  Peckham  in  Montague  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38,  46, 
46, 24  Sup.  Ct  807,  48  L.  Ed.  608. 

The  plain  effect  of  the  "  system  of  contracts,"  the  purposed 
relation  of  each  to  every  other  being  confessed  by  the  very 
description  of  the  method  of  carrying  on  business  stated  in 
the  bill,  is,  first,  to  destroy  all  competition  between  jobbers 
or  wholesale  dealers  in  selling  complainant's  preparations. 
Complainant  restrains  himself  by  agreeing  to  sell  at  only  one 
price  and  to  only  such  persons  as  will  sign  one  of  his  system 
of  contracts.  The  contracting  wholesalers  or  jobbers  cove- 
nant that  they  will  sell  to  no  one  who  does  not  come  with 
c(»nplainant's  license  to  buy,  and  that  they  will  not  sell  be- 
low a  minimum  price  dictated  by  complainant     Next,  all 
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competition  between  retailers  is  destroy^,  for  each  such 
retailer  can  obtain  his  supply  only  by  signing  one  of  the  uni- 
form contracts  prepared  for  retailers,  whereby  he  covenants 
not  to  sell  to  any  one  who  proposes  to  sell  again  unless  the 
buyer  is  authorized  in  writing  by  the  complainant,  and  not 
to  sell  at  less  than  a  standard  price  named  in  the  agreement. 
Thus  all  room  for  competition  between  retailers,  who  supply 
the  public,  is  made  impossible.  If  these  contracts  leave  any 
room  at  any  point  of  the  line  for  the  usual  play  of  compe- 
tition between  the  dealers  in  the  product  marketed  by  com- 
plainant, it  is  not  discoverable.  Thus  a  combination  between 
the  manufacturer,  the  wholesalers,  and  the  retailers  to  main- 
tain prices  and  stifle  competition  has  been  brought  about.  It 
is  true  that  the  complainant  is  not  in  a  combination  with 
other  makers  of  "  Peruna."  There  are  no  others.  If  there 
were,  there  would  not  be  a  complete  or  general  restraint; 
for  it  might  then  happen  that  these  others,  not  being  bound 
by  any  covenants,  could  supply  the  public  If  the  supply  to 
come  from  them  was  adequate  for  the  public  demand,  the 
public  might  be  in  no  wise  affected.  Now,  if  the  complainant 
had  absorbed  all  the  sources  from  which  the  demand  for 
lumber,  or  furniture,  or  stoves  could  be  supplied  and  then 
should  say,  "  I  will  sell  only  to  those  who  will  re-sell  only  to 
those  I  shall  license  to  buy  and  only  at  the  price  I  dictate," 
could  any  voice  be  raised  to  say  that  the  covenants,  which 
every  dealer  should  sign  in  order  to  prevent  exclusion  from 
trade  in  such  articles,  would  be  upheld  by  the  courts  and  a 
remedy  by  injunction  granted  to  restrain  breaches?  But  it 
is  said  that  a  distinction  exists  between  contracts  which  relate 
to  articles  which  any  one  can  make  and  sell  and  those  which 
are  made  under  a  secret  process,  and  that  covenants  in  respect 
to  the  former  might  affect  the  public  interest,  while  the  pub- 
lic would  not  be  affected  by  like  covenants  relating  to  the 
latter  class  of  subjects.  But,  unless  we  are  willing  to  say 
that  that  fact  places  such  products  wholly  outside  of  the  mis- 
chief incident  to  restraints  of  trade  and  upon  a  plane  of 
equality  in  that  respect  with  that  occupied  by  things  made 
under  the  statutory  monopoly  of  a  patent,  the  fact  can  be  of 
no  weight  except  as  it  may  be  a  factor  in  determining  whether 
the  covenants  exacted  of  jobbers  and  retailers,  alike  regu- 
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lating  subsequent  sales  and  selecting  subsequent  buyers,  are 
[43]  no  more  than  necessary  to  afford  a  fair  protection  to 
the  business  of  the  complainant  and  not  so  large  as  to  inter- 
fere with  the  interests  of  the  public.  There  can  be  no  hard 
and  fast  rule  by  which  the  result  can  be  reached  in  such  cases. 
At  last  the  question  must  come  to  this :  ^'  What  is  a  reason- 
able restraint  with  reference  to  a  particular  case  ? "  This 
was  the  test  applied  in  Homer  v.  Graves,  7  Bing.  735,  and 
in  Nordenfeldt  v.  Maxim  Nordenfeldt  Co.,  1894,  App.  Cases, 
535,  567,  and  also  approved  by  this  court  in  the  Addyaton 
Pipe  Co.  Case,  85  Fed.  271,  282,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A. 
122.  A  general  system  of  contracts,  such  as  that  which  the 
complainant  seeks  to  enforce  and  which  the  bill  avers  is  a 
method  generally  adopted  in  his  line  of  business,  involves 
very  different  questions  from  those  which  arise  when  a  single 
contract  only  is  involved  and  when  the  action  is  between  the 
contracting  parties  for  a  breach,  as  was  the  case  in  Garst  v. 
Harris,  177  Mass.  72,  68  N.  E.  174,  and  Elliman  v.  Carring- 
ton,  L.  R.  1901,  2  Ch.  Div.  275. 

Now,  in  what  way  is  only  a  fair  protection  afforded  the 
interests  of  complainant  by  stifling  all  competition  between 
the  jobbers  of  the  United  States  who  deal  in  complainant's 
preparations?  In  what  way  are  the  covenants  which  forbid 
them  to  resell  to  any  one  who  will  buy  "necessary,"  to  use 
Judge  Taft's  phrase,  "  to  protect  the  covenantee  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  legitimate  fruits  of  the  contract  or  to  protect 
him  from  the  dangers  of  an  unjust  use  of  those  fruits  by 
the  other  party  "  1  In  what  way  are  covenants  which  com- 
pel retailers  to  maintain  prices,  to  quote  Chief  Justice  Tindal, 
"such  only  as  to  afford  a  fair  protection  to  the  interests  of 
the  party  in  favor  of  whom  it  is  given,  and  not  so  large  as  to 
interfere  with  the  interests  of  the  public "  ?  Homer  v. 
Graves,  7  Bing.  735.  The  learned  trial  judge  found  it  diffi- 
cult to  answer  these  questions.  He  says  in  his  opinion  (145 
Fed.  858) : 

"That  complainant's  vendees  and  sab-vendees  should  be  so  re- 
strained is  advantageous  to  complainant's  business.  It  would  be  an 
injury  to  it  for  them  not  to  be  so  restrained.  Exactly  bow  it  is  so 
advantaged  and  how  it  would  be  injured  by  a  removal  of  the  restraint 
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has  not  been  developed  In  the  argument ;  and  I  do  not  feel  sufficiently 
advised  of  such  matters  to  say  as  to  this.  It  would  seem  that  the 
existence  of  such  a  system  of  contracts  In  relation  to  complainant's 
medicine  would  tend  to  prevent  demoralization  In  the  trade  therein 
through  competition  amongst  Its  vendees  and  sub-vendees  and  enable 
him  to  maintain  his  prices  for  his  medicine." 

The  averments  of  the  bill  are  very  general.  Thus  it  is 
averred  that : 

**  Some  time  since  the  class  of  stores  known  as  '  department  stores ' 
and  'cut  rate  stores*  have  Inaugurated  a  system  of  obtaining  from 
cut  rate  wholesale  and  jobbing  druggists  and  elsewhere,  and  offering 
for  sale  your  orator's  medicines,  remedies,  and  preparations  at  retail 
prices  lower  than  the  prices  fixed  by  your  orator  and  stamped  upon 
the  cartons  and  packages.  Said  system  is  known  as  the  *cut  rate' 
or  'cut  price'  system  and  resulted  in  much  confusion,  trouble,  and 
damage  to  your  orator's  business,  and  has  injuriously  affected  the 
reputation  and  depleted  the  sale  of  your  orator's  remedies,  medicines, 
and  preparations.  Thereupon,  and  in  order  to  protect  its  trade,  cus- 
tom, and  business,  and  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  his  remedies, 
medicines,  and  preparations,  your  orator  has  established  and  put  in 
force  the  following  methods  and  system  of  governing,  regulating,  and 
controlling  the  sale  and  marketing  of  your  orator's  said  medicines, 
remedies,  and  preparations." 

Then,  after  setting  out  the  system  of  contracts,  which  is 
now  sought  to  be  enforced,  it  is  said : 

[44]  "The  entire  purpose  and  object  of  the  said  system  of  con- 
tracts, serial  numbers,  lists,  and  cards  being  to  prevent  the  cutting 
of  prices  and  the  demoralization  of  trade,  both  wholesale  and  retail 
in  your  orator's  medicines  and  remedies,  and  the  injury  and  damage 
resulting  to  your  orator's  aforesaid  trade  and  business  in  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  said  remedies  and  medlcineif,  as  aforesaid,  which 
said  system  and  method  your  orator  charges  both  in  its  form  and 
purposes,  and  the  prices  therein  fixed  are  reasonable,  regular  and 
proper,  and  which,  if  observed,  will  accomplish  the  aforesaid  purposes 
and  greatly  benefit  your  orator  in  his  aforesaid  business  by  increasing 
the  sales  of  and  demands  for  his  remedies,  medicines,  and  prepara- 
tions." 

**  These  allegations,'*  said  the  court  below,  "  must  be  taken 
as  true,"  and  upon  these  he  held  that  the  complainants  were 
advantaged  by  the  covenants  and  injured  if  not  so  restrained. 
In  this  conclusion  we  cannot  concur.  Prima  facie  the  con- 
tracts  are  plainly  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  was  for  the  com- 
plainant to  show  that  the  covenants  were  not  larger  than 
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neoesBary  for  his  protection  against  an  unjust  use  to  the  in- 
jury of  complainant's  retained  business.  Unless  he  could  do 
this,  he  could  not  ask  equitable  relief  under  such  covenants. 
This  the  bill  does  not  do,  unless  the  court  is  to  be  content  with 
general  averments  that  the  competition  methods  called  de- 
risively the  "  cut  rate  "  or  "  cut  price  "  system  had  "  demor- 
alized," "  confused,"  "  troubled,"  and  "  damaged  "  the  com- 
plainant's business.  So,  also,  it  is  averred  that  the  "  system  " 
bad  and  will  accomplish  the  suppression  of  the  competition 
plan  ^  and  greatly  benefit  your  orator  in  his  business  by  in- 
creasing the  sales  of  and  demand  for  his  remedies."  Doubt- 
less the  "  system  "  rigidly  enforced  will  put  an  end  to  the 
"demoralization,"  the  "trouble,"  and  "confusion"  incident 
to  competition.  But  such  an  averment  as  this  can  be  of  no 
legal  consequence,  for  it  is  no  more  than  to  say  that  a  non- 
competitive system  of  conducting  trade  and  traffic  in  the 
line  of  articles  made  by  complainant  is  of  more  advantage 
than  the  ordinary  competitive  system.  That  the  suppression 
of  even  unreasonable  competition  will  sanctify  an  agreement 
or  combination  to  restrain  trade  will  not  be  claimed.  The 
whole  economic  system  which  has  made  our  civilization  is 
founded  upon  the  theory  that  competition  is  desirable,  and 
the  common-law  rules  against  restraints  of  trade  rest  upon 
that  foundation.  A  partial  restraint  of  competition  may  be 
upheld  when  one  sells  a  business  or  other  property,  provided 
it  is  no  greater  than  necessary  to  enable  the  vendor  to  realize' 
the  value  of  his  good  will  or  to  secure  to  the  buyer  the  en- 
joyment of  his  purchase,  or  to  prevent  the  use  of  the  prop- 
erty to  the  prejudice  of  the  seller.  But  here  thi*  only  compe- 
tition which  the  contracts  in  question  tend  to  suppress  is 
competition  between  those  who  buy  his  goods  to  sell  again. 
How  the  suppression  of  competition  between  his  vendees  and 
subvendees  is  to  secure  to  him  the  enjoyment  of  the  legiti- 
mate fruits  of  his  contracts  of  sale,  to  which  the  restrictive 
covenants  are  supposed  to  be  ancillary,  or  to  protect  him 
against  an  unjust  competition,  is  not  clear,  and  the  bill  states 
no  facts  from  which  we  can  determine  whether  these  cove- 
nants are  necessary  and  reasonable.  The  general  averment 
that  under  the  "  cut  rate  "  plan  of  doing  business,  demorali- 
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zation  and  damage  resulted,  while  under  the  ^'  contract  sys- 
tern  "  enlarged  sales  and  increased  emoluments  have  and  will 
follow,  does  not  answer  the  question  as  to  why  such  covenants 
are  necessary  to  protect  complainant  against  con-  [45]  se- 
quences which  may  fairly  require  protection.  Looking  to 
the  averments  of  the  bill  as  a  whole  and  to  the  scheme  of 
business  as  disclosed  by  the  contracts  themselves,  we  cannot 
escape  the  conclusion  that  the  covenants  restricting  sales  and 
resales  have  as  their  prime  object  the  suppression  of  compe- 
tition between  those  who  buy  to  sell  again.  Any  benefit  to 
the  retained  business  to  result  from  them  is  manifestly  but 
an  incident  ^.f  the  main  purpose,  which  is  to  benefit  his 
vendees  and  subvendees  by  breaking  down  their  competition 
with  each  other.  Restraints  which  might  be  upheld  if  ancil- 
lary to  some  principal  contract  cannot  be  enforced  if,  when 
unmasked,  they  appear  to  be  the  main  purpose  of  the  con- 
tract and  not  subordinate.  The  covenants  in  the  contracts 
signed  by  the  retailers  are  not  even  collateral  to  any  sales  by 
the  complainant,  but  to  sales  made  by  the  wholesalers.  Al- 
though they  run  to  the  complaint,  their  prime  purpose  is 
neither  the  protection  of  the  retained  business  of  the  com- 
plainant nor  of  the  wholesaler,  but  only  to  prevent  competi- 
tion between  retailers.  Covenants  protecting  the  seller  of 
property  against  the  competition  of  the  buyer,  by  its  use 
against  the  business  retained  by  the  seller,  which  are  upheld 
•  if  not  wider  than  necessary  for  that  purpose,  have  been  cove- 
nants where  the  main  purpose  has  been  to  protect  the  seller 
himself  against  competition  directed  against  his  retained 
business.  No  instance  has  been  called  to  our  attention  where 
the  main  purpose  and  principle,  if  not  only  result,  is  to  pro- 
tect buyers  against  the  competition  of  each  other.  If  such 
a  principle  shall  find  lodgment  in  the  law,  it  must  be  upon 
economic  reasons  which  are  in  conflict  with  those  which  now 
prevail.  The  single  direct  eflFect  of  the  "  system  of  con- 
tracts "  is  to  limit  and  restrain  the  right  of  each  wholesaler 
and  each  retailer  to  transact  business  in  the  ordinary  way. 
Each  obtains  a  price  enhanced  by  the  "  system  "  over  the 
"  cut  rate  "  or  "  cut  price  "  method  which  had  before  pre- 
vailed, and  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  new  plan  to  abolish. 
It  may  be  that  sales  went  oh  as  before ;  but  at  a  higher  price 
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to  the  consumer  than  would  otherwise  have  been  paid.  In 
Addyston  Pipe  Co.  v.  United  States,  176  U.  S.  211,  244,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  it  was  said :  . 

"  We  have  no  doubt  that  where  the  direct  and  immediate  effect  of 
a  contract  or  combination  among  particular  dealers  in  a  commodity 
is  to  destroy  competition  between  them  and  others,  so  that  the  XMrties 
to  the  contract  or  combination  may  obtain  increased  prices  for  them- 
selTes,  such  contract  or  combination  amounts  to  a  restraint  of  trade 
In  the  commodity,  even  though  contracts  to  buy  such  commodity  at 
the  enhanced  price  are  continually  being  made.  Total  suppression  of 
the  trade  in  the  commodity  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  render  the 
combination  one  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is  the  effect  of  the  combina- 
tion in  limiting  and  restraining  the  right  of  each  of  the  members  to 
transact  business  in  the  ordinary  way,  as  well  as  Its  effect  upon  the 
volume  or  extent  of  the  dealing  in  the  commodity,  that  is  regarded." 

It  is  no  answer  to  such  restrictive  covenants  that  after  all 
they  only  prevent  injurious  competition  between  such  dealers 
and  only  result  in  maintenance  of  reasonable  prices.  These 
are  not  the  tests  by  which  the  validity  of  such  agreements 
are  determined.  In  People  v.  Sheldon^  139  N.  Y.  251,  264, 
34  N.  E.  786, 789, 28  L.  R.  A.  221, 36  Am.  St  Rep.  690,  it  was 
said: 

[46]  "  If  agreements  and  combinations  to  prevent  competition  are 
or  may  be  hurtful  to  trade,  the  only  sure  remedy  is  to  prohibit  aU 
agreements  of  that  character.  If  the  validity  of  such  an  agreement 
was  made  to  depend  upon  an  actual  proof  of  public  prejudice  or 
injory,  it  would  be  very  difficult  in  any  case  to  establish  the  invalidity 
although  the  moral  evidence  might  be  very  convincing." 

This  principle  was  very  strongly  approved  by  this  court 
in  the  Addyston  Pipe  Case,  so  frequently  referred  to,  and 
many  other  cases  cited  in  its  support.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  we  should  have  regard  to  new  commercial  conditions 
and  a  tendency  toward  a  relaxation  of  old  common-law  prin- 
ciples which  tend  to  prevent  development  on  modem  lines. 
This  is  an  argument  better  addressed  to  legislative  bodies 
than  to  the  courts.  Neither  is  it  wise  for  the  courts  to  coun- 
tenance^ the  introduction  of  artificial  distinctions  dependent 
upon  the  variant  economic  views  of  individual  judges.  Dis- 
tinctions which  are  specious  or  analogies  which  are  but 
apparent  will  but  afford  opportunities  to  whittle  away  broad 
economic  principles  lying  at  the  bottom  of  our  public  policy, 
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principles  which  have  long  received  the  sanction  of  states- 
men and  the  approving  recognition  of  a  long  line  of  jurists. 
A  like  argument  is  expected  whenever  some  new  method  of 
circumventing  freedom  of  commerce  comes  under  the  tests 
of  the  law.  It  was  made  and  answered  by  Judge  Taft  in 
the  Addyston  Pipe  Case  with  a  strength  to  which  we  can  add 
nothing. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  complainant's  system  of  contracts  is 
not  enforceable.    The  injunction  must  be  discharged. 

The  case  will  be  remanded,  with  directions  to  proceed  as 
may  be  consistent  with  this  opinion. 


[948]  AMERICAN  BANANA  CO.  v.  UNITED  FRUIT 

C0.« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.     January  28,  1907.) 

[153  Fed.  Rep.  943.] 

DiscovEBT — Production  of  Books  and  Writings — Federal  Statxjtb.— 
In  a  proper  case  a  party  may  be  required  to  produce  books  and 
writings  under  Rev.  St.  §  724  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  583],  in 
advance  of  trial,^  but  such  a  direction  should  only  be  made  when 
the  situation  is  clearly  such  that  in  no  other  way  can  the  ends  of 
justice  be  properly  subserved.® 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  voL  16,  Discovery, 

I  107.] 

Evidence — Requiring  Production  of  Documents — Corporations. — 
.  An  action  to  recover  treble  damages  under  the  Sherman  anti-trust 
act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  §  7,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901. 
p.  3202]),  is  penal  in  character,  but  such  fact  does  not  preclude 
the  court  from  requiring  the  defendant,  when  a  corporation,  to 
produce  books  or  writings  under  Rev.  St.  §  724  [U.  S.  Comp.  St 
1901,  p.  683]. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  20,  Evidence. 

II  1540-1558.] 

'  For  other  opinions  In  this  case  see  160  Fed.  Rep.,  184,  po^t,  page 
872;  166  Fed.  Rep.,  261,  po%%,  page  563;  213  XJ.  S.,  347,  po%i,  page  648. 
*  See  contra ;  Carpenter  v.  Winn,  221,  V,  S.,  533. 
«  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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At  Law.  Motion  nnder  section  724,  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  583],  to  require  the  production  before 
trial  and  deposit  with  the  clerk  for  defendant's  inspection 
of  a  great  number  of  books  and  papers  the  property  of  de- 
fendant now  in  its  custody  and  concerned  with  details  of  its 
business.  The  action  is  for  treble  damages  under  the  Sher- 
man anti-trust  act. 

Everett  P.  Wheeler ^  for  the  motion. 
Henry  W.  Taft^  opposed. 

LiACOMBs,  Circuit  Judge. 

Originally  it  was  held  that  the  provisions  of  section  724, 
Bev.  St  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  58C],  were  directed  solely 
to  securing  the  production  of  the  books  and  writings  upon 
the  trial  of  the  issues.  Later  authorities  hold  that  in  a 
proper  case  production  in  advance  of  trial  may  be  required. 
Bloede  Co.  v.  Bancroft  Co.  (C.  C.)  98  Fed.  175;  Gray  v. 
Schneider  (C.  C.)  119  Fed.  474.  Such  a  direction,  however, 
should  only  be  made  when  the  situation  is  clearly  such  that 
in  no  other  way  could  the  ends  of  justice  be  properly  sub- 
served. The  "  trial "  of  an  action  at  common  law  is  to  be 
had  before  a  court  and  jury  and  questions  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility or  inadmissibility  of  individual  items  of  evidence  can 
be  ruled  on  intelligently  and  fairly  only  by  the  judge  who 
is  presiding  at  the  trial  and  is  fully  informed  as  to  all  the 
circumstances  which  prior  evidence  has  disclosed.  It  puts 
an  imreasonable  burden  upon  a  court,  already  fully  occupied, 
to  sit  in  advance  of  the  trial  to  oversee  the  clerk  with  whom 
papers  are  deposited  and  to  be  called  upon  summarily  and 
at  intervals  to  determine  whether  some  particular  letter  or 
telegram  is  one  which  a  plaintiff  might  fairly  inspect,  or  is 
concerned  with  matters  which  are  none  of  plaintiff'^  busi- 
ness. Sometimes  no  other  course  can  be  followed,  but  such  is 
not  the  case  here.  The  averments  of  the  complaint,  the  state- 
ments in  the  aflSdavits,  and  the  specifications  in  the  notice  of 
motion  all  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  supplied  with  informa- 
tion amply  suflScient  to  enable  it  to  go  to  trial  and  under- 
take to  make  out  its  cause  of  action  by  there  and  then  calling 
for  such  writings  as  it  needs,  provided  that  their  [944J  pres- 
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ence  on  the  trial  is  secured  by  order  made  under  this  sec- 
tion. The  section  does  not  contemplate  that  plaintiff  shall 
sit  down  at  leisure  in  the  absence  alike  of  court  and  jury, 
and  during  days  or  weeks  prepare  and  practically  put  in  its 
side  of  the  controversy,  leaving  defendant  to  meet  the  case 
thus  made  in  the  hurry  of  the  trial. 

As  to  the  constitutional  question.  It  seems  entirely  clear 
that  this  is  a  penal  action.  It  is  instituted  by  a  person  who 
claims  to  have  been  injured  by  the  unlawful  acts  of  defend- 
ant to  recover,  not  only  the  damages  which  will  compensate 
him  for  any  loss  he  has  sustained,  but  also  a  penalty  of  twice 
as  much  again,  which  represents  no  damages,  but  only  a  fine 
imposed  for  bad  conduct.  But,  as  was  intimated  in  J7.  S.  v. 
Am.  Tab.  Co.  (C.  C.)  146  Fed.  557,  the  decision  in  Hale  v. 
Henkelj  201  U.  S.  43,  26  Sup.  Ct.  370,  50  L.  Ed.  652,  has 
modified  the  rule  heretofore  applied  when  the  books  and 
papers  sought  to  be  dragged  to  light  by  the  power  of  the 
state  are  the  property  of  a  corporation.  It  was  held  in  that 
case  that  neither  the  provisions  of  the  fourth  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  nor  the  principles  enunciated  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  in  the  Boyd  CasCy  116  U.  S.  616,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
524,  29  L.  Ed.  746,  consitute  any  protection  to  a  corporation 
which  is  charged  with  abuse  of  its  franchise.  It  would  seem 
to  make  little  difference  whether  the  books  and  papers  are 
called  for  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  or  under  section  724 ; 
whether  the  charge  is  presented  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
state  of  its  own  motion,  by  the  state  on  the  relation  of  some 
one,  or  by  a  private  person  to  whom  the  state  has  prcHuised 
the  fine  it  has  prescribed  as  punishment  of  the  offense  in  the 
event  that  such  person  shall  succeed  in  proving  the  c(Hnmis- 
sion  of  that  offense. 

The  motion  is  granted  to  the  extent  of  requiring  the  de- 
fendant to  get  together  all  the  books  and  papers  enumerated 
with  sufficient  definiteness,  and  have  them  present  at  the 
trial.  Defendant  need  be  under  no  apprehension  by  reason 
of  failure  to  produce  any  books  and  papers  called  for  which 
do  not  exist.  Proof  that  they  did  not  exist,  when  notice  of 
motion  was  served,  will  be  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
order.  But  it  should  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  order 
frankly  and  fully.    It  should  have  in  court  all  the  documents 
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fairly  within  the  enumeration  and  which  would  enable  plain- 
tiff to  show  defendant's  past  conduct  touching  the  matters 
complained  of.  It  will  be  no  sufficient  response  to  the  order 
to  state  upon  the  trial  that  some  contract,  letter,  or.  what 
not,  manifestly  material,  is  not  at  hand,  but  in  Venezuela  or 
elsewhere. 


[268]    UNITED    STATES   v.   TERMINAJL   R.   ASS'N 

ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  E.  D.  Missouri,  B.  D.    June  11,  1907.) 

[154  Fed.  Rep.,  268.] 

WinmsKS — SuBPiZNA  Duces  Tecum — Sufficiency  of  Application. — 
A  petition  for  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  is  sufficiently  definite  with 
respect  to  the  books  or  documents  required,  where  the  description 
is  specific  enough  to  enable  the  witness  to  produce  them  without 
uncertainty.^ 

[Bd.  Kote. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent.  Dig.  yol.  50,  Witnesses, 
122.] 

Samb. — ^To  entitle  a  party  to  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  requiring  a  wit- 
ness  not  a  party  to  the  action  to  produce  books  and  documents  in 
his  possession,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  merely  that  the  docu- 
meats  are  material  and  relevant  to  the  issues  in  the  case;  but  the 
facts  tliat  will  enable  the  court  to  determine  that  they  are  prima 
facie  material  and  relevant  must  be  set  out 

In  Equity.    On  motion  to  quash  subpoena  duces  tecum. 
See  148  Fed.  486. 

This  is  an  action  under  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  to  enjoin  the 
defendants  from  continuing  in  an  unlawful  combination  to  fix  pas- 
senger rates,  etc.  Upon  an  ex  parte  application  of  the  complainant 
the  court  directed  the  issuance  of  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  directed  to 
J.  B.  Hannegan,  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  action,  to  appear  before 
the  special  master  to  whom  the  cause  had  been  referred  and  produce 
there  certain  books  and  documents  described  in  the  petition  for  the 
subpoena,  to  be  used  as  testimony.  The  witness,  having  been  duly 
served  with  the  subpoena,  now  comes  into  court  and  moves  the  court 
to  quash  the  subpoena  as  having  been  improvidently  issued.  Accom- 
panying the  petition  is  an  affidavit  of  the  witness,  admitting  that  he 
bas  in  Ills  possession  the  records  and  documents  called  for  by  the 

*  For  prior  opinion  (148  Fed.  Rep.  486)  see  ante,  page  34. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Go. 
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snbpoBDa,  but  denying  that  said  records,  papers,  and  letters  "  relate  to 
passenger  rates  and  the  fixing  thereof  by  the  agents  and  representa- 
tives of  the  defendants  in  the  cause,  and  to  meetings  held  to  fix  and 
maintain  uniform  rates  by  the  defendants."  The  motion  to  quash 
alleges*  as  grounds,  first,  that  the  description  of  the  documents  is  too 
general ;  and,  second,  that  the  petition  merely  states  that  the  evidence 
is  material  and  relevant  to  the  issues  involved  in  the  cause,  but  falls 
to  state  specifically  any  of  the  facts  which  will  show  that  they  are 
either  material  or  relevant.  The  original  petition  for  the  subpoena 
merely  states  that  the  books  and  documents  called  for  are  material 
and  relevant  evidence  in  the  cause,  but  does  not  state  any  of  the  facts 
to  show  that  they  are  either  relevant  or  material. 

John  F.  Lee  and  Robert  it  Robert^  for  the  motion. 
H.  W.  Blodgettj  U.  S.  Atty.,  Cfiester  H.  Crum^  and  E.  0. 
Crowe^  opposed. 

Trieber,  District  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts). 

The  description  of  the  documents  and  books  called  for  is 
specific  enough  to  enable  the  witness  to  produce  them  with- 
out any  inconvenience.  It  is  not  so  general  as  to  warrant  the 
inference  that  they  are  wanted  merely  for  a  [269]  ^^  fishing 
examination."  For  this  reason  that  ground  of  the  motion  to 
quash  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  important  question  to  be  determined  is  whether,  on 
an  application  for  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  it  is  sufficient  for 
the  mover  to  allege  merely  "  that  the  documents  desired  are 
material  and  relevant  to  the  issue  in  that  cause,"  as  alleged 
in  the  petition,  or  whether  the  facts  should  be  set  out  suffi- 
ciently full  in  order  to  enable  the  court  to  determine  whether 
the  documents  to  be  produced  are  in  fact  at  least  prima  facie 
material  and  relevant  to  the  issues  of  the  cause.  As  a  gen- 
eral rule,  conclusions  of  law  are  not  sufficient  in  any  plead- 
ing. The  pleader  must  state  the  facts,  and  it  is  for  the  court 
to  determine,  from  a  consideration  of  them,  whether  they 
are  sufficient  in  law  to  entitle  the  party  to  the  relief  sought. 
Does  that  rule  apply  to  a  petition  for  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  ?  It  is  important  to  remember  that  the  documents  are 
not  sought  from  one  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  nor  for  the 
purpose  of  discovery,  but  as  evidence  in  the  possession  of 
the  witness  who  is  not  a  party  to  this  action. 
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In  Phelps  v.  Prothero^  2  De  6ex  &  Smale,  274,  290,  the 
same  question  was  before  the  court.  Vice  Chancellor  Bruce, 
before  whom  the  matter  came,  in  denying  the  motion,  said : 

*•  The  deeds  are  not  Boaght  for  the  purpose  of  discovery.  •  ♦  ♦ 
As  to  the  other  documents,  It  may  as  a  general  mle  be  tme  thati 
when  a  witness  is  required  to  produce  documents  in  his  custody,  he 
ought  to  produce  them  simply  and  leave  to  the  court  adjudicating 
between  the  parties  to  decide  whether  they  are  evidence ;  but  my  lm« 
pression  is  that  on  a  motion  of  this  kind  the  court  is  bound  to  exercise 
a  discretion  not  to  order  a  document  to  be  produced  unless  some 
reason  is  shown  rendering  it  probable  that  it  will  be  evidence  between 
the  parties  In  the  cause.  Now,  as  to  the  documents  in  question,  I 
do  not  see  any  ground  for  supposing  that  they  would  be  evidence 
between  the  parties  upon  the  record,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the 
court  ought  to  compel  the  private  documents  of  a  third  person  to  be 
produced,  without  some  probability,  to  say  the  least,  of  their  being 
useful  for  some  purpose  between  the  parties.  Upon  this  ground, 
without  entering  into  the  other  objections,  and  without  giving  any 
opinion  upon  them,  I  think  that  the  court  ought  not  to  Interfere." 

In  H(de  v.  Henkel,  201  U.  S.  43,  77,  26  Sup.  Ct.  370,  380 
(50  L.  Ed.  652),  the  court,  in  speaking  of  a  general  order  to 
produce  books  under  a  subpcena  duces  tecum,  say : 

"  Doubtless  many,  if  not  all,  of  these  documents  may  ultimately  be 
required;  but  some  necessity  should  be  shown,  either  from  an  exam* 
Ination  of  the  witnesses  orally  or  from  the  known  transactions  of 
these  companies  with  the  other  companies  implicated,  or  some  evi- 
dence of  their  materiality  produced,  to  justify  an  order  for  the  pro- 
duction of  such  a  mass  of  papers.  A  general  subpoena  of  this  descrip- 
tion is  equally  as  indefensible  as  a  search  warrant  would  be,  if 
couched  in  the  same  terms  "—citing  Ex  parte  Brawn,  72  Mo.  83,  37 
Am.  Kep.  426;  ShafUhury  v.  ArrovjsmUh,  4  Ves.  66;  Lee  v.  Angus, 
L.  R.  2  Eq.  50. 

In  Ex  parte  Peck,  8  Blatchf.  113,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,885, 
there  was  a  motion  for  an  attachment  for  an  alleged  con- 
tempt, the  witness  refusing  to  obey  a  subpoena  duces  tecum, 
and  it  was  held  that,  before  he  could  be  held  guilty  of  a 
contempt : 

"It  must  also  be  shown  that  the  witness  was  called  to  testify  to 
fiacts  material  and  relevant  to  the  issue  in  the  cause.  The  court  will 
interfere  in  this  summary  way  only  to  aid  the  plain  demands  of  jus- 
tice^ and  win  not  [270]  attach  a  witness  for  neglecting  to  testify 
without  evidence  that  his  testimony  Is  pertinent  to  the  case  and  such 
as  the  party  is  entitled  by  law  to  demand." 
10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 18 
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In  Re  Judsan^  8  Blatckf  .  116,  Fed.  Ofts.  Ko.  7,968,  the  same 
learxied  judge  said : 

'^  I  see  no  tcadcm  why  any  more  setingrent  obligation  ibouM  be  Im- 
posed upon  a  witness  in  these  outside  eKaminations  than  is  enforced 
in  court  B^ore  the  court  will  adjudge  a  witness  to  be  in  contempt, 
or  commit  him  therefor,  it  will  require  more  than  proof  that  he  de- 
dtnes  to  respond  to  a  question.  It  will  inquire  whether  the  question  is 
relevant  and  material  to  the  case  or  hearing,  and  also  whether  the 
witness  is  legally  exempt  from  answering  it." 

In  United  States  y.  TUdeny  10  Ben.  666,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16, 
522,  it  was  held : 

'*  I  have  •  •  •  reached  the  conclusion  that,  under  the  law,  it  is 
competent  for  the  court  to  issue  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  compel  the 
production  upon  the  examination  of  books  and  papers  whidi  would  be 
competent  evidence  In  the  cause." 

It  win  be  noticed  that  the  court  did  not  hold  that  it  had 
the  power,  by  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  to  call  for  the  produce 
tion  of  any  papers,  but  only  those  ^'  which  would  be  com- 
petent evidence  in  the  case.**  It  follows  necessarily,  from 
this  limitation  of  the  court's  poller,  that  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  should  not  issue  as  of  course,  but  only  under  some 
restrictions,  such  as  a  prior  investigation  into  flie  materiali^.y 
of  the  evidence  called  for. 

In  Bischofsheim  v.  Brown^  (C.  C.)  29  Fed.  341,  it  was 
held  that : 

"  The  books,  papers,  and  documents  asked  to  be  produced  not  being 
shown  to  be  material  or  relevant,  the  motion  for  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  must  t>e  denied." 

In  United  States  v.  Hunter  (D.  C.)  16  Fed.  712,  there  was 
a  motion,  as  in  this  case,  to  quash  a  subpoena  duces  tecum 
which  had  been  issued  on  an  ex  parte  petition  and  served  on 
a  telegraph  operator,  commanding  him  to  produce  certain 
telegrams  in  his  possession.  The  court,  after  stating  what 
aUegations  are  necessary  in  the  application  for  the  subpoena, 
gives  the  reason  therefor  as  follows : 

"  In  order  that  the  court  or  judge  ordering  the  subpoena  may  have 
some  means  of  Judging  the  relevancy  of  the  testimony  sought." 

In  Dancel  v.  Ooodyear  Shoe  Machinery  Go.  (C.  0.)  128 
Fed.  763,  760,  an  application  for  a  subpoena  duces  tecum 
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under  section  86S,  Rev.  St.  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  661], 
was  denied  because  it  did  not  appear  prima  facie  from  the 
allegations  in  the  petition  that  the  documents  called  for  were 
"material  and  necessary",  although  in  the  petition  it  was 
stated  that  they  were  material  and  necessary.  Judge  Colt, 
who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that  case,  after  a  very  ex- 
haustive review  of  the  authorities  on  the  subject,  said : 

"A  party  undoubtedly  has  the  right  to  Invoke  the  process  of  the 
court  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of 
such  papers  as  are  material  to  his  case;  but  neither  the  rl^t  of  a 
party  aor  the  power  of  the  court  extends  beyond  this.  A  party  has  no 
right,  and  the  court  Has  no  power,  to  compel  the  production,  either  in 
court  or  before  a  magistrate,  of  the  private  papers  of  a  witness  which 
are  not  relevant  and  material  to  the  case.  Any  practice  which  sane- 
tions  such  a  proceeding  is  unwarranted  and  [271]  an  infringement 
upon  a  fundamental  personal  right  guarantied  by  the  federal  Consti- 
tution. The  courts  have  always  recognized  this  protection  to  the 
individual  secured  by  our  organic  law.  Such  recognition  is  seen  in 
the  distinction  which  is  made  between  a  subpoena  ad  testificandum 
and  a  subpoena  duces  tecum.  The  former  is  a  process  of  right,  whUe 
the  latter  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court.  The  discretion 
here  does  not  mean  that  the  court  has  power  to  refuse  the  compulsive 
production  of  a  paper  wMch  is  material  evidence  in  the  case,  but  that 
before  compelling  its  production  by  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  It  will 
sufflciently  inquire  into  the  matter  to  determine  if  the  evidence  appears 
to  be  material,  and.  If  not  satisfied  on  this  point,  it  will  decline  to 
issue  the  writ" 

In  Crocker-Wheeler  Co.  v.  Bullock  (C.  C.)  134  Fed.  241,  a 
similar  questicm  was  before  the  court,  and  it  was  there  held 
that  the  facts  sought  to  be  prov^i  by  the  books  sought  to  have 
produced  by  the  subpoena  were  not  relevant  or  material  to 
the  issues  in  the  cause,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  witness 
had  a  legal  right  to  withhold  them. 

The  only  cases  cited  to  the  court  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  complainant  as  opposed  to  these  views  and  sustaining  the 
contention  of  complainant  that  a  mere  allegation  in  the  peti- 
tion for  the  subpcena  that  ^^the  said  books  and  papers  are 
material  and  necessary  evidence  in  said  cause''  is  sufficient, 
are  United  States  v.  Babcock^  8  Dill.  566,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,484,  and  an  opinion  by  Judge  Finkelnburg  in  this  case 
(C.  C.)    148  F.  486.    As  Judge  Finkelnburg  practically 
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adopts  Judge  Dillon's  views  as  expressed  in  the  Babcock 
CcLse^  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  that  opinion,  which  was 
an  oral  opinion  delivered  by  Judge  Dillon,  concurred  in  by 
Judge  Treat  The  great  learning  of  that  eminent  jurist 
entitles  his  opinions  to  the  very  highest  consideration,  but 
they  are  not  of  binding  authority.  It  will  be  noticed  that 
Judge  Dillon  cites  no  authorities  to  sustain  his  conclusion, 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  decision  was  made  in  the 
midst  of  an  important  trial  before  a  jury,  and  delivered 
orally,  tiie  learned  judge  probably  failed  to  give  it  that  care- 
ful consideration  which  he  usually  gave  to  his  opinions.  In 
fact,  it  seems  this  matter  was  not  insisted  cm  by  counsel,  for 
the  learned  judge  says : 

"But  Mr.  Shepley  suggested  in  argument  that  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient showing  that  these  papers  were  material,  but  we  understood  him 
finally  not  to  insist  on  that  point" 

In  Ew  parte  Brown^  72  Mo.  88,  96,  37  Am.  Rep.  426,  a  very 
carefully  considered  case  on  that  subject,  the  court  expressly 
declined  to  follow  that  case,  saying: 

"The  case  of  Bahcock  t.  United  States,  3  Dill.  687,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
14,484,  relied  upon  as  an  authority  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  identi- 
fication of  the  telegrams,  supports  the  view  it  is  cited  to  sustain ;  but, 
with  the  highest  respect  for  the  learning  and  ability  of  the  judges  who 
granted  the  order  for  the  subpoena  In  that  case,  we  cannot  agree  with 
them.  Their  opinion,  delivered  by  Judge  DUlon,  is  totally  at  variance 
with  our  convictions  on  the  subject" 

This  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  was  cited 
with  approbation  and  followed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  HaHe  v.  Henkelj  supra,  thus  practically 
adopting  the  refusal  of  that  court  to  follow  the  views  of 
Judge  Dillon  in  United  States  v.  Babcock, 

Section  869,  Rev.  St.  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  665],  al- 
though [272]  applicable  only  to  depositions  taken  under  a 
dedimus  potestatum,  provides  for  authority  to  issue  a  sub- 
pcena  duces  tecum  upon  ^^such  judge  being  satisfied  by  the 
affidavit  of  the  person  applying,  or  otherwise,  that  there  ia 
reason  to  believe  that  such  paper,  writing,  written  instru- 
ment, book  or  other  document  is  in  the  possession  or  power 
of  the  witness  and  that  the  same,  if  produced,  would  be 
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competent  and  material  evidence  for  the  party  applying 
therefor  " — thus  showing  that  Congress,  in  legislating  upon 
this  subject,  has  carefully  restricted  the  power  of  the  courts 
to  cases  in  which  the  evidence  is  relevant  and  materiaL 

The  allegation  of  counsel  in  the  petition  that  the  evidence 
is  material  or  relevant  is  but  a  conclusion  of  law.  It  is  for 
the  court  to  determine  from  the  facts  set  out  in  the  petition, 
or  perhaps  other  proofs,  whether  the  documents,  when  pro- 
duced, will  be  relevant  and  material.  In  my  opinion,  in 
order  to  entitle  a  party  to  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  requiring 
a  witness  not  a  party  to  the  action  to  produce  books  and 
documents  in  his  possession,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege 
merely  that  the  documents  required  are  material  or  relevant 
to  the  issues;  but  the  facts  which  will  show  the  court  that 
they  are  relevant  and  material  must  be  set  out,  in  order  to 
enable  the  court  to  determine  that  fact. 

Seeking  the  production  of  papers  and  documents  for  the 
purpose  of  finding  out  whether  or  not  they  contain  informa- 
tion valuable  to  the  party  demanding  them  has  been  aptly 
denominated  a  "fishing  examination,"  and  is  always  re- 
garded as  oppressive,  and  as  such  denied.  2  Elliott  on  Evi- 
dence, §  1410 ;  United  States  v.  TUderij  supra.  At  the  same 
time,  the  court,  in  passing  on  the  question  of  materiality  or 
relevancy,  will  not  be  governed  by  the  strict  rules  of  evi- 
dence governing  the  admissibility  of  evidence  on  final  hear- 
ing. That  will  be  left  for  determination  at  the  hearing.  It 
is  sufficient  if  the  facte  set  out  in  the  petition  or  the  proofs 
adduced  show  a  prima  facie  case,  or  sufficient  to  enable  the 
court  to  say  that  there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  such 
evidence  is  relevant  or  material ;  or,  as  stated  by  Judge  Colt 
in  Dancel  v.  Goodyear  Shoe  Machinery  Go.,  supra : 

"The  court  wlU  not  finally  determine  the  question  of  materiality 
on  anch  application,  but  It  must  be  reasonably  aatlsfied  that  the  evi- 
dence Is  relevant  and  material." 

From  the  allegations  in  the  petition  for  the  subpcena  duces 
tecum,  the  court  is  unable  to  determine  whether  such  is  the 
fact,  and  for  this  reason  the  order  'for  the  subpoena  was 
improvidently  granted,  and  the  motion  to  quash  is  sustained, 
without  prejudice  to  the  filing  of  another  petition. 


272  15i  FB0BBAL  IUBP0BT8&,  35d. 

[858]  RUBBER  TIRE  WHEEL  CO.  v.  AflLWAUKEE 

RUBBER  WORKS  00. 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Seyenth  Circuit    April  16, 1907.) 

[104  Fed.  Rep.,  86&] 

Patents — Scope  op  Monopoly  Gsanted — Bffeot  op  State  Staitttes. — 
A  state  statute  cannot  interfere  with  the  monopoly  granted  to  a 
patentee  and  his  assignees  under  the  federal  laws.« 

Same — Policy  op  Patent  Laws. — The  public  policy  declared  by  the 
patent  laws  Is  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  to  stimulate 
invention  and  that  inventors  shall  publish  their  inventions,  and  to 
that  end,  and  in  consideration  of  such  publication,  to  become  effective 
at  the  end  of  17  years,  they  insure  to  a  patentee  in  the  meantime 
absolute  protection  in  the  right  to  exclude  every  one  else  from  mak- 
ing, using,  or  vending  the  thing  patented  without  his  consent 
[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  In  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.38.  Patents,  ll.] 

Same — Licenses — Legality  op  Conditions. — Use  of  a  patented  Inven- 
tion cannot  be  had  except  on  the  inventor's  terms,  and  the  require- 
ment that  a  licensee  join  other  licensees  in  a  combination  or  pool 
to  control  the  prices  and  output  of  an  innocuous  patented  article  is 
not  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  anti-trust  act  of  July  2,  1890  (26 
Stat  209,  c.  647,  S  1  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]).  Patented 
articles,  unless  and  until  they  are  released  by  the  owner  of  the 
patent  from  the  dominion  of  his  monopoly,  are  not  articles  of  trade 
or  commerce  among  the  several  states  within  the  meaning  of  such 
act,  because  they  are  not  articles  in  wliich  the  people  are  entitled  to 
freedom  of  trade. 

Same — ^Dborb  Adjudging  iRVALnuTT — Scope  and  Bppbot.— A  suit  for 
infringement  of  a  patent  is  not  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  a  decree  of 
a  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  such  a  suit  adjudging  a  patent  void  is 
binding  only  on  the  parties,  and  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  a 
license  contract  subsequently  made  between  the  owner  of  the  patent 
and  others,  whi(^  is  ^iforceable  as  fully  and  to  the  same  extent  in 
the  circuit  in  which  such  decree  was  rendered  as  elsewhere  in  the 
United  States. 

[859]  Same — LiccNas  Costbaois — ^Lbqality.-^A  system  of  contracts 
between  the  owner  of  a  patent  for  rubber-tired  wheels  and  its 
licensees,  fixing  uniform  prices  and  the  percentage  of  the  whole 
output  which  should  be  made  and  sold  by  each  licensee,  and  pro- 
viding that  the  business  of  all  should  be  supervised  by  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  the  licensor,  is  not  rendered  Invalid  by  a 
provision  for  tbe  accumalation  of  a  tnnd  by  such  eommlssloQers 
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wiUi  power  to  090  tbe  efiino  wlt)i  tb0  commt  of  a  majority  in  the 
purchase  of  tirtt  from  ai^  or  all  of  tlie  licensees  and  to  sell  tbe 
same  to  the  trade  at  such  prices  as  they  should  deem  for  the  best 
interest  of  all ;  it  being  within  the  right  of  tiie  owner  of  the  patent, 
either  Itsdf  or  through  its  Ucoisoes,  to  posh  the  sale  of  its  tiree, 
aad,  in  daing  so^  to  understil  tbe  makers  of  ether  tires  or  infringers. 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin. 

For  opinion  below,  see  142  Fed.  531. 

A.  L.  Humes  und  Edwin  E.  Jaokaon^  jr.^  for  plfiintifF  in 
error. 

Charles  QuarleSy  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Orosscitp,  Ba^xb,  and  Kohlsaat,  Circuit  Jud^. 

Babxb,  Circuit  Judge. 

Plaintiff  in  error  began  this  action  to  recover  royalties  on 
account  of  defendant's  use,  under  a  license  sy^em  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  of  patent  No.  554,676,  issued  February  18, 
1896,  to  Ghrant,  plaintiff's  assignor,  for  an  improvement  in 
rubber-tired  wheels.  The  license  system  was  embodied  in 
three  papers,  Exhibits  A,  B,  aad  C.  That  they  ^  wese  all 
executed  at  one  and  the  same  time  and  were  intended  to 
constitute  and  did  constitute  one  agreement "  is  not  open  to 
question,  ler  such  is  the  explicit  admission  in  defendant's 
answer.  The  covenants  of  defendant  must  therefore  be  taken 
as  having  been  made  in  consideration  of  plaintiff's  grant 
The  Uoense  system,  briefly,  was  this :  Plaintiff  authorized  18 
companies,  of  which  defendant  was  one,  to  make,  use,  and 
sell  tires  under  the  patent  for  1  year;  each  company's  share 
of  the  trade  was  fixed  at  a  certain  proportion  of  the  whole, 
defendant's  at  2  per  cent. ;  two  qualities  of  tires  were  to  be 
made;  the  minimum  aeUing  price  of  the  first  quality  was 
established  at  65  cents  a  pound,  of  the  second  quality  at  55 
cents  a  pound ;  each  company  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  monthly 
4  per  cent,  oft  its  sales,  and,  if  in  any  month  its  sales  proved 
to  be  larger  than  its  proportional  share  of  the  total  sales  for 
that  mondi,  to  pay  plaintiff  an  additional  royalty  of  SO  per 
cent  of  the  amount  over  its  quota;  plaintiff  agreed  to  em- 
ploy a  commission  of  five  persons  to  supervise  the  transae- 
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tions  of  all  the  parties,  and  to  turn  over  to  the  commission 
all  royalties  in  excess  of  2  per  cent. ;  from  the  moneys  so  put 
into  their  hands  the  commission,  after  deducting  their  ex- 
penses and  compensation  for  services  in  supervising  and 
auditing,  were  to  pay  monthly  to  any  company  that  had  sold 
less  than  its  quota  of  the  preceding  month's  total  business  a 
sum  equal  to  20  per  cent,  of  such  deficiency ;  the  commission 
then  were  to  accumulate  $50,000,  and  to  distribute  any  sums 
in  excess  monthly  among  the  companies  according  to  their 
quotas  of  the  trade,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  arrangement 
to  distribute  all  funds  then  on  hand;  and  it  was  agreed  in 
paragraph  10  ^^  that  the  commission  shall  have  power  upon 
the  written  consent  of  a  [860]  majority  of  the  parties  in 
interest  hereto,  to  purchase  tires  from  any  or  all  of  the 
parties  hereto  at  the  prices  hereinbefore  provided  and  to 
dispose  of  such  tires  to  the  trade  at  such  prices  as  said  com- 
mission shall  deem  to  the  interest  of  all  the  parties  hereto, 
and  in  making  such  purchases  the  commission  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  use  any  money  in  its  possession."  The  complaint 
proceeded  to  charge  that  defendant  under  this  arrangement 
had  made  and  sold  certain  amounts  of  the  patented  tires  on 
which  it  had  failed  and  refused  to  pay  the  stipulated  roy- 
alties. 

The  defenses  were  that  the  arrangement  was  in  violation 
of  the  Sherman  anti-trust  act  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209, 
c.  647,  §  1  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200] ) ,  and  of  section 
1791]  of  the  Wisconsin  Statutes  of  1898,  which  prohibits 
Wisconsin  corporations  (defendant  was  one)  from  entering 
into  any  arrangement  or  contract  intended  to  restrain  com- 
petition in  the  supply  or  price  of  any  commodity  constitute 
ing  a  subject  of  commerce  within  the  state.  As  reasons  why 
defendant's  promise  to  pay  was  unenforceable  in  the  face  of 
those  statutes,  the  answer  averred  that  the  letters  patent 
"  were  and  were  believed  by  all  the  parties  to  said  agree- 
ment to  be  invalid  and  void,  and  had  been  so  adjudged  by  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Cir* 
cuit,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  had 
refused  to  review  such  decision;  that  said  patent  was  re- 
sorted to  in  said  contracts  merely  as  a  pretext  to  enable  said 
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oontracting  parties  to  evade  the  laws;  and  that  said  con- 
tracts were  not  and  were  not  intended  to  be  license  contracts 
under  letters  patent,  but  were  intended  to  establish  and 
bring  about  the  illegal  trade  combination  herein  mentioned ; 
that  the  aforesaid  purpose  was  carried  out  by  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  by  reason  thereof  the  price  of  the  articles  of  com- 
merce mentioned  in  plaintiff's  complaint  was  raised  beyond 
the  former  price  thereof  and  beyond  the  natural  and  legiti- 
mate price  thereof ;  and  that  the  amount  of  said  articles  man- 
ufactured by  the  said  parties  was,  by  reason  of  said  combina- 
tion and  monopoly,  restricted." 

A  jury  having  been  duly  waived,  the  court  heard  the  evi- 
dence, entered  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  and 
thereupon  rendered  judgment  for  defendant. 

The  court  found  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  pat- 
ent ;  that  the  patent  was  valid ;  that  prior  to  the  execution  of 
the  contracts  in  suit  the  patent  had  been  sustained  by  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  91 
Fed.  978,  by  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Ohio  (unreported),  by  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern 
District  of  Georgia,  116  Fed.  629,  and  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Bepublic  of  France,  and  had  been  declared  in- 
valid by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit, 
116  Fed.  868,  58  C.  C.  A.  583,  and  the  Supreme  Court  had 
declined  to  take  the  case  on  certiorari,  187  U.  S.  641;  that 
after  the  last-named  decision  was  rendered,  and  down  to  the 
execution  of  the  contracts  in  suit,  the  manufacturers  of  tires 
disregarded  the  patent,  paid  no  royalties,  and  cut  the  prices 
of  the  respective  qualities  to  50  and  40  cents  a  pound;  that 
all  of  the  parties  to  the  contracts  in  suit  entered  into  the 
arrangement  m  good  faith,  believing  that  the  patent  was 
valid  and  that  the  adverse  decision  was  erroneous;  that  all 
of  the  manufacturers  that  had  been  infrin[861]ging,  ex- 
cept two  small  concerns,  came  into  the  pool;  that  the  pro- 
vision in  paragraph  10  was  never  in  any  manner  acted 
upon  or  executed ;  that  defendant  made  and  sold  tires  under 
the  contracts,  and  failed  to  pay  plaintiff  certain  specified 
sums  which  were  due  if  the  promise  to  pay  was  enforceable; 
that  after  the  expiration  of  the  arrangement  prices  went 
back  to  former  rates. 
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As  oonclufiionB  of  law  the  oourt  abtted  (1)  th&t  tbe  patexit 
was  and  is  valid;  (2)  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Sixth  Circuit  is  controlUog  only  between  the 
parties  to  thMJt  case  and  their  privies ;  (3)  that  as  a  practical 
result,  however,  the  effect  of  that  deetsion  is  to  deaude  the 
patent  of  the  attributes  of  a  monopoly  ia  that  circuit;  (4) 
that  the  provisions  of  the  contracts  respecting  the  paynwit 
of  royalties  are  separate  from  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
10,  and  are  not  thereby  rendered  illegal  or  void;  (&)  that 
the  contracts  authorized  the  creation  of  a  fund  for  crushing 
competition  in  interstate  conmieree  throughout  the  whole 
country,  not  only  in  Grant  tires  but  in  all  olher  rubber  tires; 
(6)  that  the  contracts  make  an  illegal  combination  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  are  illegal  and  void. 

The  assignments  of  error  go  to  the  third,  fifth,  and  sixth 
conclusions  of  law. 

The  Wisocmsin  statute  is  elimii^ated  not  only  because  it  is 
not  involved  in  any  assignment  of  error,  but  also  because  a 
state  cannot  subtract  from  the  right  conferred  up«»  a  pat- 
entee and  his  assigns  by  the  federal  laws.  Columbia  Wire 
Co.  V.  Freenum  Wire  Co.  (C.  C.)  71  Fed.  308;  U.  S.  Conr 
solidated  Seeded  Raisin  Co.  v.  Griffin  dft  SkeHy  Co.^  126  Fed. 
864,  61  C.  C.  A.  384.  For  the  protection  of  the  physical  or 
moral  health  of  its  citizens  a  state  may  restrain  the  use  of 
^  the  corporeal  thing  or  article  brought  into  existence  by  the 
application  of  the  patented  discovery"  {Patterson  v.  Ksfi- 
tueky,  97  U.  S.  601,  24  L.  Ed.  1115),  but  such  a  layiag  on 
of  hands  does  not  touch  the  monopoly  of  the  federal  giant. 
Nothing  in  this  record  questions  the  innocence  of  rubber 
tires. 

Apart  from  any  support  that  may  be  afforded  by  the  third 
and  fifth  conclusions,  is  the  sixth  conclusion  sound  I  DQfBS 
the  Sherman  law  shield  the  defendant  from  its  promise  to 
pay? 

Under  its  constitutional  right  to  legidate  for  the  promo- 
tion of  the  useful  arts.  Congress  passed  the  patent  statutes. 
Hie  public  policy  thereby  declared  is  this :  Inventive  minds 
may  fail  to  produce  many  useful  things  that  they  would  pro- 
duce if  stimulated  by  the  promise  of  a  substantial  reward ; 
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wkat  is  produoed  is  the  prop^ j  of  the  inventor ;  he  and  his 
heirs  ajad  assigns  nay  hold  it  as  a  secret  till  the  end  of  time; 
the  pubUe  would  be  largely  benefited  by  obtaining  convey- 
anoBS  of  these  new  properties;  so  the  people  through  their 
mpresentatives  say  to  the  inventor:  Deed  us  your  property, 
possessicm  to  be  yielded  at  the  end  of  17  years,  and  in  the 
meantiaie  we  will  proteot  you  absolutely  in  the  right  to  ex- 
clude every  one  fiom  makiiig,  using,  or  vending  the  thing 
patented,  without  your  permission.  Bloomer  v.  MoQuewan^ 
14  How.  639, 14  L.  Ed.  632 ;  Uniied  States  v.  American  BeU 
Tdepkone  Co.,  167  U.  S.  224,  17  Sup.  Ct.  809,  42  L.  Ed. 
144;  Bement  v.  Nahonal  Harrow  Oo^  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup. 
Ct  747, 46 L.  Ed.  1068;  ^m^  v.  Daland,  121  N.  Y.  1,24  N.  E. 
16;  FvUer  v.  Berg[WSt]€r,  120  Fed.  274,  66  G.  C.  A.  688, 
66  L.  S.  A.  881 ;  Viator  Talbing  Maohins  Co.  v.  The  Fair, 
123  Fed.  424,  61  C.  C.  A.  68;  Rupp^WiUgenfdd  Co.  v.  EU 
lioitj  181  Fed.  730,  66  C.  G.  A.  644.  Gongress  put  no  luni- 
tations,  esoepting  time,  upon  the  monopoly.  Gourts  ean 
create  none  without  l^islating.  The  monopoly  is  of  the 
invention,  the  mental  coneept  as  distinguished  from  the  ma- 
terials ihat  are  brought  together  to  give  it  a  body.  Use  of 
the  materials,  as  noted  above,  may  be  enjoined  as  injurious 
to  the  public ;  but  that  doee  not  invade  the  numopoly .  Use 
of  the  invention  cannot  be  had  except  on  the  inventor's 
terms.  Without  paying  or  doing  whatever  he  exacts,  no  one 
can  be  exempted  from  his  right  to  exclude.  Whatever  the 
terms,  courts  will  enforce  them,  provided  only  that  the 
licensee  is  not  thereby  required  to  violate  some  law  outside  of 
the  patent  law,  like  the  doing  of  murder  or  arson.  Does  the 
requirement  that  the  licensee  joint  other  licensees  in  a  com- 
bination or  pool  to  control  the  prices  and  output  of  an  innocu- 
ous patented  article  violate  the  Sherman  law?  We  cannot 
dispose  of  the  questimi  on  the  authority  of  Bement  v.  Na- 
Hanoi  Hamyw  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Gt.  747,  46  L.  Ed. 
1058  (see  United  States  Consolidated  Seeded  Raisin  Co.  v. 
Ori^n  dt  Skelly  Co.,  126  Fed.  864,  61  G.  G.  A.  884),  for 
according  to  our  reading  the  question  was  expressly  excepted 
from  the  decision;  and  so,  aided  by  the  declarations  of  gen- 
eral principles  in  that  and  other  eases,  we  must  formulate 
our  own  answer. 


278  15i  FED^AL  BEPOBTEB;  363. 

Opinion  of  the  Gonrt 

Under  its  constitutional  right  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce Congress  made  illegal  ^^  every  contract,  combination 
in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  conunerce  among  the  several  states,"  and  sub- 
jected to  liability  to  fine  or  imprisonment  ^^  every  person  who 
shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine,  or 
conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states." 
Congress,  having  created  the  patent  law,  had  the  right  to 
repeal  or  modify  it,  in  whole  or  in  part,  directly  or  by  neces- 
sary implication.  The  Sherman  law  contains  no  reference 
to  the  patent  law.  Each  was  passed  under  a  separate  and 
distinct  constitutional  grant  of  power ;  each  was  passed  pro- 
fessedly to  advantage  the  public;  the  necessary  implication 
is  not  that  one  iota  was  taken  away  from  the  patent  law; 
the  necessary  implication  is  that  patented  articles,  unless  or 
until  they  are  released  by  the  owner  of  the  patent  from  the 
dominion  of  his  monopoly,  are  not  articles  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states.  The  evils  to  be  remedied  by 
the  Sherman  law  are  well  understood.  Articles  in  which 
the  people  are  entitled  to  freedom  of  trade  were  being  taken 
as  the  subjects  of  monopoly;  instrumentalities  of  conunerce 
between  which  the  people  are  entitled  to  free  competition 
were  being  combined.  The  means  of  effecting  and  the  form 
of  the  combination  are  immaterial;  the  result*  is  the  cri- 
terion. The  true  test  of  violation  of  the  Sherman  law  is 
whether  the  people  are  injured,  whether  they  are  deprived 
of  something  to  which  they  have  a  right.  Northern  Seour- 
Uies  Co.  v.  United  States,  198  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct  486,  48 
L.  Ed.  679. 

Grant  produced  a  new  integer  in  the  useful  arts.  See  Con- 
solidated Rubber  Tire  Co.  v.  Firestone  Tire  €&  Rubber  Co. 
(C.  C.  A.,  Second  [868]  Circuit,  February  1, 1907)  161  Fed. 
237.  Plaintiff,  as  his  successor  in  interest,  is  the  owner  of  a 
valid  patent.  That  stands  as  an  unquestionable  fact  on  this 
writ  of  error.  The  only  grant  to  the  patentee  was  the  right 
to  exclude  others,  to  have  and  to  hold  for  himself  and  his 
assigns  a  monopoly,  not  a  right  limited  or  conditioned 
according  to  the  sentiment  of  judges,  but  an  absolute  monop- 
oly constitutionally  conferred  by  the  sovereign  lawmakers* 
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Over  and  above  an  absolute  monopoly  created  by  law,  how 
can  there  be  a  further  and  an  unlawful  monopoly  in  the 
same  thing?  If  plaintiff  were  the  sole  maker  of  Grant  tires, 
how  could  plaintiff's  control  of  prices  and  output  injure  the 
people,  deprive  them  of  something  to  which  they  have  a 
right?  Is  a  greater  injury  or  deprivation  inflicted,  if  plain- 
tiff authorizes  a  combination  or  pool  to  do  what  plaintiff 
can  do  directly  ?  To  say  yes  means  that  substance  is  disre- 
garded, that  mere  words  confer  upon  the  people  some  sort 
of  a  right  or  interest  counter  to  the  monopoly,  when  by  the 
terms  of  the  bargain  the  people  agreed  to  claim  none  until 
Grant^s  deed  to  them  shall  have  matured. 

True  that  ^^  it  is  as  important  to  the  public  that  competition 
should  not  be  repressed  by  worthless  patents  as  that  the 
patentee  of  a  really  valuable  invention  should  be  protected  in 
his  monopoly."  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  v.  GormtiUy^  144  U.  S.  224, 
234,  12  Sup.  Ct.  682,  86  L.  Ed.  414.  But  worthless  patents 
and  other  supposititious  cases  are  not  on  review. 

What  is  stated  as  the  third  conclusion  of  law  does  not  affect 
the  result  The  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth 
Circuit  was  not  a  proceeding  in  rem.  The  defendant  in  that 
particular  suit  has  a  decree  on  which,  if  he  were  again  sued 
for  infringement  of  the  Grant  patent,  he  could  base  a  plea 
of  res  adjudicata.  That  plea  would  be  as  good  in  the  other 
circuits  as  in  the  Sixth.  No  other  member  of  the  public 
could  plead  that  decree  in  any  circuit.  The  right  conclusion 
of  law  from  the  facts  found  is  that,  so  far  as  the  parties  to 
the  contract  in  suit  are  concerned,  the  patent  is  valid  through- 
out the  United  States,  and  is  enforceable  against  every  one 
who  is  not  able  to  shield  himself  behind  an  erroneous  decree. 
If  any  inference  of  fact  (or  prophecy)  was  to  be  drawn  from 
the  facts  found,  it  should  have  been  that  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Sixth  Circuit  will  not  exempt  other  members 
of  the  public  from  the  monopoly  of  the  Grant  patent.  Tliat 
infringers  may  be  more  contmnacious  in  one  locality  than  in 
another  does  not  change  the  rights  of  the  parties  before  the 
court.  If  defendant,  or  any  other  of  those  who  entered  the 
pool,  had  been  before  the  court  below  in  an  infringement  suit, 
the  validity  of  the  patent  and  defendant's  use  thereof  with- 
out license  would  have  compelled  a  decree  enjoining  the  sale 
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of  the  patented  artidiee  in  Michigan,  Ohio,  Kentucky  and 
Tennessee  and  requiring  an  accounting  of  sales  already  made. 
Cionsequently  there  was  full  warrant  for  the  parties  to  the 
contract  in  suit  to  agree  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  patent 
throughout  the  United  States. 

None  of  the  protisions  of  the  contract,  in  our  judgment, 
touched  any  matter  outside  of  the  monopoly  under  the  pat- 
ent. The  control  of  prices  and  output,  for  reasons  already 
stated,  did  not  deprive  the  public  of  any  right.  Both  before 
and  after  the  period  covered  by  the  contract  the  market  was 
demoralized,  prices  vrete  cut,  and  the  owner  [864]  of  the 
patent  was  getting  nothing  except  by  the  slow  and  expensive 
process  of  litigation ;  but  the  public  was  not  entitled  to  profit 
by  competition  anK>ng  infringers.  The  internal  agreements 
relating  to  royalties,  proportioning  the  bu^ness,  superrision, 
and  penalties,  did  not  affect  or  concern  the  public  at  all. 
Ek^ually  innocuous,  in  our  view,  was  the  matter  stated  as  the 
fifth  conclusion  of  law.  First,  the  public  was  not  injured, 
because  the  finding  of  fact  is  that  the  provision  was  never 
acted  upon  in  any  way.  Second,  if  a  defense  had  been  predi- 
cated on  the  presence  of  that  provision  in  the  ccmtract,  it 
would  have  been  unavailing,  because  that  provision  is  sepa- 
rable from  the  royalty  and  other  valid  parts  of  the  contract 
And,  third,  the  owner  of  the  patent  had  the  right,  either 
alone  or  tlirough  licensees,  to  accumulate  funds  with  which 
to  push  the  Grant  tire  on  the  market,  and  in  so  doing  to  un- 
dersell the  makers  or  other  tires  and  infringing  makers  of 
the  Grant  tii*es.  It  is  not  for  a  defendant's  sake  that  courts 
listen  to  the  defense  that  he  ought  not  to  pay  because  his 
promise  was  under  an  arrangement  to  injure  the  public  The 
public  is  not  injured  by  an  arrangement  to  compete  with 
adversaries  for  the  public's  patronage. 

The  evidence  has  not  been  brought  up.  No  assignment  of 
error  questions  the  fullness  and  accuracy  of  the  finding  of 
facts.  No  cross-assignment  has  been  made.  The  amount 
due,  with  interest  to  the  date  of  entering  the  judgment  hereby 
directed,  can  be  computed. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  reversed  with  the  direction  to 
enter  judgment  in  plaintiff's  favor. 
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Obosscop,  Circuit  Judge  (concumng). 

I  concur  in  the  foregoing  judgment ;  but  am  not  prepared 
to  hold  that  patented  articles  are  never,  under  any  circum- 
stances, articles  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Sherman  Act;  and  do  not 
think  that  that  premise  is  essential  to  the  conclusion  ar- 
rived at. 

The  patentee,  ia  this  case,  in  good  f atth  believed  the  patent 
valid,  as  did  abo  all  the  parties  entering  into  the  contracts. 
Whatever,  therefore,  their  effect  may  have  actually  been,  the 
contracts  were  not  intended  to  affect  prices,  except  as  the 
parties  believed  they  had  the  right,  because  of  the  patent,  to 
fix  and  maintain  prices. 

Now  were  the  patentee  the  manufacturer,  he  would  unques- 
tionably have  had  the  right  to  fix  and  maintain  his  own 
prices;  and  were  the  other  parties  to  the  contract  manu- 
facturers for  the  patentee,  at  a  given  figure  for  such  manu- 
&ieture,  the  patentee's  right  to  fix  and  BMtintain  the  selling 
priee  would  still  remain ;  nor  oould  this  be  questioned  were 
he  to  make  the  manufacturers  his  selling  agents  also.  How, 
then,  does  the  contract  under  review  make  a  case  in  which  the 
patentee,  throu^  his  manufacturer,  is  not  entitled  to  fix  and 
maintain  prices — ^how  is  the  arrangement,  in  effect,  different 
in  any  way  of  restraining  trade  or  competition,  from  the  ar- 
rangement just  supposed,  in  which  the  patentee  unquestion- 
ably has  that  right? 

True,  in  the  case  under  review,  the  manufacturers,  as  to 
the  public,  are  not  competitors;  but  neither  would  they  be  in 
the  cases  supposed ;  in  both  cases  the  public  suffering  noth- 
ing, except  what  the  patentee  had  the  right  to  exact;  for  so 
long,  at  least,  as  the  patente  is  not  [865]  exacting,  as  the 
value  of  his  invention,  an  unreasonable  sum  (and  his  action 
in  that  reqpect  is  not  here  questioned)  it  is  within  his  own 
right  to  say  whether  the  price  exacted  should  be  retained  by 
himself,  or  shall  be  distributed  among  the  people  manufac- 
turing for  him.  The  contracts,  therefore,  in  the  case  before 
us,  having  been  made  in  good  faith,  and  not  as  a  mere  sub- 
twfuge,  I  can  see  in  them  nothing  that  the  Sherman  Act  was 
intended  to  prevent 
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(Circuit  Goart  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit'  April  16,  1907.) 

[154  Fed.  Rep.,  365.] 

Patents — Infuinobmeut — Suit  by  Owneb  Against  Licensee. — ^A  suit 
by  the  owner  of  patents  to  enjoin  a  licensee  from  using  any  of  the 
patented  devices  except  on  the  terms  imposed  by  the  license  con- 
tract is  not  one  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  but  is 
one  to  enjoin  infringement  of  the  patents  by  excluding  defendant 
from  that  part  of  the  patent  domain  not  granted  by  the  contract, 
and  is  maintainable  in  a  federal  court  of  equity  irrespective  of  the 
validity  of  the  contract* 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  38,  Patents, 
f  3121. 

Jurisdiction  of  federal  courts  in  suits  relating  to  patents,  see  note 
to  Bailey  v.  Mosher,  11  C.  C.  A.  313.] 

Same — Validity  and  Scope — Pneumatic  Stbaw  Stackess. — The 
Buchanan  patent  No.  467,476,  for  a  pneumatic  straw  stacker,  covers 
the  uniting  of  old  elements  to  form  a  novel  and  useful  combination 
of  a  generic  character,  and  its  claims  are  not  limited  in  scope  by 
anything  in  the  prior  art  Such  patent  is  dominant  in  the  art  and 
the  patents  to  Nethery,  No&  483,734  and  517,475,  and  to  Landis, 
Nos.  512,553  and  51436,  are  for  improvements  only  and  subordinate 
thereto,  and  the  uniting  of  all  in  a  single  ownership  is  not  therefore 
in  restraint  of  competition. 

Monopolies — Restraint  of  Trade — Contracts  Relating  to  Patented 
Articles. — Complainant,  which  was  the  owner  of  a  number  of  pat- 
ents relating  to  pneumatic  straw  stackers,  granted  licenses  to  manu- 
facturers of  threshing  machines  by  which  they  were  given  the 
right  to  use  any  or  all  inventions  covered  by  such  patents  and  re- 
quired to  sell  stackers  made  thereunder  at  a  stated  price  and  to  pay 
complainant  a  royalty  on  each  stacker  so  made  and  sold.  They  were 
also  given  the  right  to  use  the  inventions  covered  by  any  other 
patents  relating  to  the  art  which  should  thereafter  be  acquired  by 
complainant  and  it  did  afterward  acquire  the  ownership  of  practi- 
cally all  patents  relating  to  such  stackers.  Held,  that  such  contracts 
were  not  in  restraint  of  competition  and  in  violation  of  the  Sherman 
anti-trust  act  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat.  209,  c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1901,  p.  32001 )  >  but  were  within  complainant's  right  under  the  pat- 
ent laws,  although  all  of  the  manufacturers  of  threshing  machines 
in  the  United  States  became  licensees,  there  being  no  right  in  the 
public  to  free  competition  in  articles  covered  by  patents. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  In  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies, 
If  U,  13.] 

*For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  (148  Fed.  Rep.,  21)  see  ante,  page  19. 
*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin. 
Charles  O.  Linthicum  and  W.  H.  H.  MiUer^  for  appellant. 
Robert  S.  Taylor  and  /.  K.  Boyesen^  for  appellee. 
Before  Gbosscup,  Baksb,  and  KohlsaaTi  Circuit  Judges. 

« 

[866]  Bakeb,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  final  decree  dismissing  appellant's 
bill  for  want  of  equity.    148  Fed.  21. 

A  sufficient  outline  of  the  bill  is  this:  Appellant  owns 
certain  patents  on  pneumatic  straw  stackers;  in  1895  appel- 
lant licensed  appellee  for  the  lives  of  the  patents  to  make, 
use,  and  sell  stackers  embodying  any  of  the  inventions  then 
owned  or  thereafter  acquired  by  appellant,  and  used  by 
appellee,  on  the  terms  that  appellee  maintain  the  price  at 
$250,  put  on  the  patent  marks,  and  pay  appellant  $30  roy- 
alty, and  that  appellant  give  appellee  the  benefit  of  any 
more  favorable  terms  extended  to  subsequent  licensees;  ap- 
pellee accounted  until  1902 ;  in  that  year  appellee  sold  stack- 
ers under  the  license,  but  refused  to  pay  $40,000  royalties 
that  accrued;  banning  in  1902  appellee  made  a  so-called 
^^  Norton  stacker,"  omitted  appellant's  patent  marks,  refused 
to  pay  royalty  on  the  ground  that  the  Norton  stacker  did 
not  embody  any  of  the  inventions  covered  by  appellant's 
patents,  and  threatened  to  put  that  stacker  on  the  market  at 
a  price  less  than  $250;  the  Norton  stacker  did  embody  in- 
ventions covered  by  appellant's  patents ;  beyond  the  damage 
that  resulted  from  infringement,  appellee's  manufacture  and 
sale  of  Norton  stackers  was  injuring  appellant  in  this  wise : 
Before  and  after  1895  appellant  had  granted  similar  licenses 
to  other  makers;  the  validity  of  the  patents  had  been  uni- 
versally recognized ;  on  the  patents  appellant  had  built  up  a 
valuable  property  right  in  its  system  of  licenses;  appellee's 
conduct  with  respect  to  the  infringing  Norton  stacker  was 
demoralizing  to  the  system,  and,  if  persisted  in,  would  de- 
stroy its  integrity.  In  addition  to  an  accounting,  an  injunc- 
tion was  prayed  to  restrain  appellee  from  further  making, 
using,  or  selling  stackers  in  violation  of  appellant's  rights 

10870*-^.  Doc.  111.  e2-l,  vol  8 ^19 
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as  stated,  or  except  in  strict  compliance  with  tbe  terms  of 
the  license. 

This  is  not  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  conttuct. 
The  court  is  not  adced  to  compel  i^pellee  to  make  and  sell 
stackers  under  the  license,  and  to  see  to  it  that  appellee 
maintains  the  price,  puts  on  the  patent  marks,  and  ac- 
curately reports  its  sales.  So  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned, 
appellee  may  quit  the  stacker  business  any  minute  it  sees  fit 
What  is  sought  is  an  injunction  i^ainst  appellee's  unlawful 
invasion  of  appellant's  lawful  patent  monopoly.  If  ap- 
pellee has  not  invaded,  or  if  the  monopoly  is  unlawful, 
appellant  fails.  If  appellant  had  chosen  to  accept  appellee's 
repudiation  of  the  license,  a  bill  to  exclude  appellee  utterly 
from  the  domain  of  the  patents  would  have  lain.  By  de- 
clining to  recognize  the  fact  or  the  right  of  repudiation, 
appellant  did  not  estop  itself  from  asking  to  exclude  appellee 
from  that  part  of  the  domain  which  had  not  been  granted, 
namely,  the  control  of  prices  and  methods.  Stripped  of  all 
averments  in  relation  to  appellant's  business  built  up  on 
licenses,  the  bill  states  a  good  cause  of  action  for  infringe- 
ment of  the  patents.  These  averments,  as  appellant  rightly 
claims,  show  an  aggravation  of  the  injury  resulting  from 
the  infringement,  and  con^itute,  therefore,  an  additional 
appeal  for  injunctive  relief.  That  the  bill  properly  invokes 
the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity.  We  have  no  doubt.  Eureka  Co. 
V.  Bailey,  11  Wall.  488, 20  L.  Ed.  209 ;  Kinsman  v.  ParJchurst, 
18  How.  289, 15  L.  Ed.  885 ;  Hardin  V.  Boyd,  113  U.  S.  763, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  771,  28  L.  Ed.  1141;  We»flSei]em  Union  Tel 
Co.  V.  Union  Pac.  Rid.  Co.  (C.  C.)  8  Fed.  423,  721;  McKay 
V.  Smith  (C.  C.)  29  Fed.  295;  Hot  Sweat  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Porter 
(C.  C.)  84  Fed.  745;  BaU  Glove  Fastener  Co.  v.  BaU  dt 
Socket  Co.  (C.  C.)  36  Fed.  809;  Am.  Box.  McJu  Co.  v.  Cros- 
m^m  (C.  C.)  57  Fed.  1021;  Id.,  61  Fed.  888, 10  C.  C.  A.  146; 
Heaton-Peninsular  Co.  v.  Eureka  Specialty  Co.,  Tl  Fed.  294, 
25  C.  C.  A.  267, 35  L.  K.  A.  728 ;  Victor  Talking  Machine  Co. 
V.  The  Pair,  128  Fed.  424,  61  C.  C.  A.  68 ;  Bupp  dk  Wittgen- 
feld  Co.  T.  EUioU,  181  Fed.  780, 65  C.  C.  A.  644. 

As  a  reason  why  it  should  not  be  compelled  to  pay  delin- 
quent royalties  on  stackers  confessedly  made  in  accordance 
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with  the  patents,  appellee  pleaded  that  appellant  had  itself 
first  yiolated  the  license  contract  by  extending  to  subsequent 
licensees  more  favorable  terms  than  it  granted  to  appellee. 
This  partial  defense  we  find  to  be  unsupported  by  the 
evidence. 

We  dismiss  without  notice  other  partial  defenses  which 
are  not  established  by  the  evidence,  or  which,  if  sustained  by 
any  proof,  were  not  pleaded.  Rubber  Co.  v.  Goodyear^  9 
Wall.  788,  793,  19  L.  Ed.  666. 

Answering  the  charge  in  relation  to  the  Norton  stacker, 
appellee  denied  that  that  stacker  embodied  any  invention  of 
any  of  appellant's  patents.  The  validity  of  the  patents  was 
not  questioned  in  the  answer;  but  appellee,  through  its  ex- 
pert, brought  into  the  evidence  a  very  large  number  of  prior 
patents  with  a  view  to  limiting  the  claims  relied  on  to  less 
than  their  prima  facie  import.  If  this  may  not  properly  be 
taken  as  an  admission  that  the  Norton  stacker  infringes 
unless  the  claims  be  thus  stripped  of  some  of  their  apparent 
meaning,  it  nevertheless  accords  with  the  fact;  for,  in  our 
judgment,  the  differences  between  the  Norton  stacker  and 
the  claims  relied  on,  taking  them  as  they  read,  are  not  even 
colorable  enough  to  require  discussion.  So  the  question  at 
this  point  is  whether  the  prior  art  depreciates  the  face  value 
of  the  claims. 

The  claims  to  be  ccmsidered  in  the  Buchanan  patent,  No. 
467,476,  January  19, 1892,  are  these : 

"(1)  The  combination,  in  a  pneumatic  straw  elevator  and  stacker, 
of  the  fan,  the  base  portion  C,  and  an  upper  portion  D,  hinged  thereto, 
the  adjacent  ends  of  said  two  portlonB  being  fitted  one  within  the 
other,  whereby  a  sliding  union  Is  provided  as  the  relative  positions 
are  changed,  thus  permitting  one  portion  to  be  elevated  relatively  to 
the  other  while  still  maintaining  a  substantially  air-tight  relation 
between  said  two  parts,  substantially  as  set  forth." 

"(8)  The  combination,  in  a  straw  elevator  and  stacker,  of  the  two 
portions  C  and  D,  united  by  a  hinge  or  pivot,  and  a  rope  E,  secured 
to  the  lower  portion  at  one  end,  passing  around  the  sheave  on  the 
upper  portion,  and  returning  to  a  windlass,  also  secured  to  the  lower 
portion,  substantially  as  shown  and  described. 

"(6)  The  combination,  with  a  pneumatic  straw  elevator  and  stacker, 
of  a  mouth  portion  hinged  thereto,  having  an  Inclined  upper  side  and 
an  open  under  side,  and  means  whereby  said  mouth  portion  may  be 
adjoated  to  a  daaired  po«itlOB»  anbataBtlaUy  as  set  forth. 
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"(7)  The  combination,  with  a  pneumatic  straw  elevator  and  stacker, 
of  a  mouth  portion  D',  hinged  thereto  and  adjustable  thereon  from  a 
position  substantially  in  line  with  the  main  portion  of  the  stacker 
to  a  position  at  an  angle  therewith,  whereby  the  direction  the  straw 
takes  at  the  point  of  discharge  may  be  controlled,  substantially  as 
shown  and  described." 

"(9)  The  combination,  with  a  threshing  machine,  of  a  pneumatic 
straw  ele[868]yator  and  stacker  attached  thereto,  as  described, 
and  a  fan  located  within  the  machine  and  communicating  with  said 
straw  elevator,  said  fan  being  arranged  centrally  of  said  machine  and 
arranged  to  take  its  supply  of  air  from  the  interior  of  the  machine, 
thus  drawing  into  itself  the  dust  caused  by  the  operation  of  said 
machine  and  discharging  said  dust  into  the  straw,  substantially  as 
set  forth." 

Straw  may  be  dumped  into  a  heap  and  allowed  to  rot;  or, 
if*  treated  as  a  valuable  product,  it  may  be  built  into  a  com- 
pact, symmetrical  stack,  practically  impervious  to  weather 
conditions,  and  thus  preserved  for  future  use.  Prior  to  the 
advent  of  the  Buchanan  stacker,  mechanical  conveyors  had 
carried  the  straw  from  the  separator  to  the  men  who  built 
the  straw  stack.  So  far  as  this  record  shows  (and  the  whole 
world  has  apparently  been  ransacked  to  produce  its  bulky 
volumes),  the  patent  of  1892  first  disclosed  a  conception  of 
means  to  free  mankind  from  this  most  disagreeable  and  ardu- 
ous manual  task.  Here  was  a  new  result,  of  the  first  order 
of  importance.  The  utmost  that  any  previous  machine  had 
done  was  to  save  the  labor  of  getting  the  straw  to  the  men 
who  arranged  it  with  their  pitchforks  and  tramped  it  to 
solidity.  This  machine,  with  its  fan  for  creating  the  blast 
that  forces  dust  and  straw  out  through  an  air-tight  pipe; 
with  its  turntable  joint  at  the  base  of  the  pipe,  for  lateral 
movement;  with  its  substantially  air-tight  joint  between  the 
base  and  upper  sections  of  the  pipe,  for  vertical  movement; 
with  its  adjustable  mouthpiece  at  the  outer  end  of  the  pipe, 
for  controlling  the  direction  and  packing  the  blast-driven 
straw;  with  its  appliances  for  giving  universality  of  move- 
ment to  the  pipe  and  for  directing  the  mouthpiece ;  all  under 
the  hand  of  a  single  operator — ^built  straw  stacks.  The  prior 
art  is  rich  in  fans,  turntable  joints,  flexible  pipe  joints,  air 
tight  pipes,  mouthpieces  and  nozzles,  sheaves,  ropes,  and 
windlasses,  used  in  many  connections  and  for  many  pur- 
poses; but  Buchanan  never  claimed  that  he  was  the  creator 
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of  any  of  these.  The  record  exhibits  many  mechanical  con- 
veyors. They  did  weU  their  work  of  saving  the  labor  of  the 
men  who  pitched  the  straw  from  the  ground  to  the  men  on 
the  stack;  but  the  immense  trade  in  them  has  been  totally 
lost  to  the  higher-priced  machine  that  relieves  both  the  men 
on  the  ground  and  the  men  on  the  stack.  The  Brinsmead, 
British  patent,  No.  218  of  1868,  shows  the  combination  of  a 
fan  and  a  pipe  that  is  capable  of  being  raised  and  lowered. 
That  this  was  merely  a  pneumatic  conveyor  is  sufficiently 
indicated  by  the  pictures  of  the  machine  in  operation,  wherein 
a  prominent  feature  is  men  on  the  stack  with  pitchforks  in 
operation.  The  history  of  that  machine  has  been  traced.  It 
never  achieved  success  for  its  limited  purpose,  and  long  ago 
was  numbered  with  the  dead.  Buchanan's  patent  No.  297,561, 
April  29, 1884,  may  prove  that  eight  years  before  he  reached 
the  goal  he  perceived  the  benefits  that  would  come  from 
stacking  straw  pneumatically;  but  it  shows  clearly  that  he 
then  lacked  the  conception  of  means  to  accomplish  the  de- 
sired result. 

The  claims  are  for  combinations  of  admittedly  old  ele 
ments.  The  combinations  were  novel  and  useful,  and  in- 
volved unquestioned  invention.  The  result  was  not  merely 
.new  in  degree;  it  was  new  in  kind.  Buchanan  did  not  im- 
prove upon  some  one  else's  generic  combination ;  he  brought 
forth  something  theretofore  nonexistent  as  certainly  as 
[869]  if  he  had  produced  a  new  element  in  the  useful  arts. 
Having  evolved  the  conception  of  means  to  effect  the  new 
result,  he  found  a  variety  of  forms  of  the  necessary  elements 
from  which  to  select,  some*  alone  and  some  in  partial  com- 
bination. The  prior  art  evidence,  without  basis  in  the 
answer,  therefore  assails  the  inventiveness  of  the  claims 
rather  than  their  scope.  But  the  act  of  the  inventor  con- 
sisted of  picturing  in  the  creative  imagination  the  new  re* 
suit,  the  new  machine  for  achieving  it,  and  the  way  to  build 
the  machine,  rather  than  of  the  selection  and  rearrangement 
of  the  elements  of  dredges  or  of  grain  elevators  or  of  straw 
conveyers,  for  '*  form,  location  and  sequence  of  elements  are 
all  immaterial,  unless  form  or  location  or  sequence  is  essen- 
tial to  the  result,  or  indispensable,  by  reason  of  the  state  of 
the  art,  to  the  novelty  of  the  daim."    Adam  v.  Folger^  120 
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Fed.  260,  56  C.  C.  A.  540,  and  cases  cited.  Against  the 
pneumatic  stacker  of  Buchanan's  1892  patent,  the  supplanted 
mechanical  conveyors  and  the  unsuccessful  pneumatic  con- 
veyors are  as  nugatory  as  were  the  Hunt  and  Kelly  barbed 
wires  against  the  Glidden  wire.  The  Barbed  Wire  Patent^ 
143  U.  Sw  275,  12  Sup.  Ct  450,  36  L.  Ed.  161;  Consolidated 
Safety  Valve  Oo.  v.  Crosby  Valve  Co.^  113  U.  S.  157,  5  Sup. 
Ct  513,  28  L.  Ed.  939. 

Little  need  be  said  of  the  other  patents.  They  involve  im- 
provements upon  one  or  another  essential  feature  of  the 
pneumatic  stacker.  Claims  1  and  2  of  the  first  Nethery 
patent,  No.  493,734,  March  21, 1893,  call  for  a  fan  positioned 
flatwise  within  or  under  the  rear  end  of  the  separator,  with 
its  eye  upward,  and  a  hopper  to  guide  the  straw  and  dust 
into  the  eye  of  the  fan.  Claims  1  and  2  of  the  second  Neth- 
ery patent.  No.  517,475,  April  3, 1894,  provide  a  construction 
whereby  the  stacker  may  be  more  conveniently  applied  to  a 
threshing  machine  already  built,  and  means  whereby  the 
pipe,  with  its  appliances  for  universal  movement,  may  be 
mounted  directly  upon  the  turntable.  Claim  1  of  the  first 
Landis  patent,  No.  512,553,  January  9,  1894,  exhibits  a  fan 
of  the  first  Nethery  patent,  with  a  continuous  web-plate  to 
prevent  the  straw  from  coming  into  contact  with  the  adja-. 
cent  surfaces  of  the  fan  casing,  thereby  lessening  friction 
and  facilitating  the  discharge  of  the  straw.  Claim  2  of  the 
second  Landis  patent.  No.  514,266,  February  6,  1894^  dis- 
closes an  improved  mouthpiece  whereby  a  greater  range  of 
distribution  is  afforded  and  the  scattering  of  the  straw  by 
side  winds  is  prevented.  We  find  that  the  Buchanan  patent 
of  1892  is  dominant  and  the  Nethery  and  Landis  subordinate. 
But  if  the  five  be  regarded  as  mere  improvements  upon  the 
expired  Brinsmead  of  1808  and  Buchanan  of  1884,  the  fact 
that  they  are  well  adapted  to  conjoint  use  is  established  by 
appellee^s  way  of  making  an  up  to  date  stacker. 

The  remaining  matter  in  the  answer  is  this:  Appellee 
^^  submits '^  that  its  contract  with  appellant  is  a  part  of  a 
license  system  which  is  violative  of  the  Sherman  Law,  Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p. 
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3200].  If  this  ia  a  mere  xnterrogatorj  propounded  to  the 
oemt,  and  not  a  joinder  ot  issaes  of  law  or  of  fact  or  of  both, 
appdlee  is  not  oititled  to  a  further  hearing.  We  will  treat 
the  sabmisEdon,  however,  as  taking  issue  with  respect  to  the 
ezistenee  of  a  binding  contract,  and  thus  afford  appellee  a 
standing  in  court  [S79]  while  the  question  of  the  extent  of 
the  relief  that  should  be  granted  to  appelant  is  being  con- 
sidered. 

Appellee  is  using  the  patents.  Its  answer  that  it  has  no 
license  to  do  so  does  not  meet  the  prayer  that  it  be  enjoined 
from  using  the  patents  except  in  accordance  with  the  license. 
If  there  be  no  license,  an  injunction,  even  in  the  form  prayed 
for,  will  prevent  appellee  from  using  the  patents  for  the 
futnrei  The  answer  of  no  liomse,  however,  does  reach  the 
question  of  damages  for  the  past  One  way,  royalties;  the 
other,  profits,  eta  Appellant  demands  royalties.  And 
throi^^out  the  valid  relationship  of  licensor  and  licensee,  ap- 
pellant has  the  rig^  not  only  to  royalties,  but  also  to  appel- 
lee's silence  respecting  the  validity  and  prima  facie  scope  of 
the  patents.  Siemeiu-Bahke  Electric  Co,  v.  Duncan  Electric 
Mfg.  Co.,  142  Fed.  157,  78  C.  C.  A.  876. 

Appellant  (treating  it  as  standing  from  the  beginning  in 
the  shoes  of  the  patentees)  commenced  to  manufacture  pneu- 
matic stackers  in  1891.  The  stacker  had  to  be  built  into  the 
sqmrator.  During  1891  86  stackers  were  built  into  19  dif- 
ferent makes  of  separators.  In  1892  Gaar,  Scott  &  Ca,  large 
manufacturers  of  threshing  machinery,  applied  for  license  to 
build  stackers  into  their  own  separators  at  their  own  factory. 
That  license  fixed  the  royalty  at  $30  Mid  the  selling  price  at 
$250,  the  same  that  appellant  exacted  from  its  own  custom- 
ers; provided  that  the  licensee  should  be  entitled  to  use  all 
patents  subsequently  acquired  by  appellant,  without  addi- 
tional royalty ;  and  gave  the  licensee  the  benefit  of  any  better 
tenns  that  might  subsequently  be  granted  to  others.  By  1895 
nearly  all  of  the  makers  of  threshing  machinery  had  applied 
for  and  received,  on  the  terms  granted  to  Ghtar,  Scott  &  Co., 
licenses  to  build  the  stackers  into  their  own  separators  at  their 
own  shope.    Meantime  appdlant,  at  its  own  shops,  continued 
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to  supply  the  demand  for  stackers  to  be  built  into  old  sepa- 
rators. Since  1895,  the  different  makers  being  then  willing 
to  put  stackers  into  old  as  well  as  into  new  separators,  appel- 
lant has  not  been  building  stackers  for  the  trade.  As  patents 
for  improvements  were  issued  from  time  to  time  appellant 
bought  them  up,  in  the  main,  until  now  it  owns  practically 
all  of  the  patents  that  pertain  to  this  art 

One  attack  upon  appellant's  license  system  is  based  upon 
the  number  of  licensees.  All  the  makers  of  threshing  ma- 
chinery have  come  into  the  system.  That  this  resulted,  with- 
out any  concert  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  licensees,  solely 
from  a  policy  pursued  by  appellant  through  a  course  of 
years,  is  virtually  admitted  and  is  clearly  proven.  Appellant 
started  out  to  supply  the  trade.  That  was  its  exclusive  right. 
It  committed  no  offense  against  the  public  in  establishing  the 
price  at  $250.  The  public  could  not  force  it  to  license  an- 
other to  make  its  device.  If  it  had  stopped  with  the  first 
license  to  Gaar,  Scott  &  Ck).,  appellee  apparently  concedes 
that  the  Sherman  law  would  not  have  been  violated.  But 
have  not  the  people  been  given  something  beyond  their 
power  to  demand,  in  a  policy  that  permits  a  customer  to 
get  a  stacker  as  a  part  of  the  separator  of  his  choice,  not 
merely  in  connection  with  a  favored  separator?  The  con- 
tracts and  the  businesses  of  these  licensees  are  separate.  But 
if,  as  a  condition  of  enjoying  the  inventions,  appellant  had 
required  the  licensees  to  form  a  pool  or  combination  for  con- 
trolling the  price  and  output  of  the  patent  [371  ]ed  article, 
the  public  would  not  have  been  injured,  and  consequently  the 
Sherman  law  would  not  have  been  violated.  Rubber  Tire 
Wheel  Go.  v.  Milwaukee  Rubber  Works  Co.  (herewith  de- 
cided) 154  Fed.  358. 

Another  attack  is  predicated  upon  the  number  of  patents. 
The  proposition  is  that  the  public  is  entitled  to  competition 
between  independent  inventions.  The  linotype  and  the  mono- 
type inventions  are  referred  to  as  illustrating  machines  that 
produce  the  same  result  by  essentially  different  means  and 
modes  of  operation.  If  Buchanan  had  invented  the  linotype, 
t^e  patent  laws  would  have  given  him  a  monopoly,  not  a 
lesser  right  conditioned  upon  his  giving  the  public  the  benefit 
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of  his  invention  in  a  way  some  chancellor  might  deem  equi- 
table {Fuller  V.  Berger,  120  Fed.  274,  56  C.  C.  A.  688,  65 
L.  R.  A.  381,  denying  the  doctrine  of  Hoe  v.  Knap  [C.  C.J 
27  Fed.  204),  but  an  absolute  monopoly,  an  unqualified  right 
to  deprive  the  people  of  its  use  for  17  years  (and  the  writ  of 
injunction  of  course  affords  the  only  possible  way)  or  to 
make  them  pay  his  price  in  the  meantime.  Would  he  by  con- 
ferring upon  the  public  the  advantage  of  that  disclosure  be 
barred  of  the  right  to  make  or  buy  the  monotype  invention! 
We  do  not  understand  counsel  for  appellee  to  say  ^yes" 
squarely.  But  their  contention  comes  to  this:  If  he  owned 
either' alone,  over  that  he  would  have  complete  dominion; 
owning  both,  he  controls  nothing.  The  public  has  no  right 
in  either  invention ;  therefore  the  public  has  the  right  to  have 
them  both  in  the  market  competing  for  buyers.  Naught  plus 
naught;  the  sum  of  two  naughts  is  a  substantive  quantity. 

If  we  are  mistaken  in  our  view  of  the  prior  art  and  in 
attributing  primacy  to  the  Buchanan  patent  of  1892;  if  the 
foundation  patent  be  either  the  Brinsmead  of  1868  or  the 
Buchanan  of  1884;  and  if  the  patents  in  suit  be  only  for 
independent  improvements  upon  a  successful  stacker  that 
was  free  to  the  public — ^the  argument  of  counsel  respecting 
the  lawfulness  of  the  concentration  of  the  patents  in  the 
hands  of  a  single  company  is  covered  fully  by  the  opinion  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  United  States  v.  American  Bell  Tele- 
phone Co.,  167  U.  S.  224,  17  Sup.  Ct.  809,  42  L.  Ed.  144. 
With  a  quotation  from  that,  the  analogies  being  noted  in 
parenUieses,  we  close : 

**  Much  Is  said  In  the  briefs  and  in  the  arguments  about  the  prac- 
tical continuance  of  the  telephone  (stacker)  monopoly.  It  is  well  to 
understand  exactly  what  is  meant  thereby.  No  one  questions  that 
the  Bell  patent  (the  Brinsmead  or  the  Buchanan  of  1884)  has  expired, 
and  that  all  of  his  invention  is  free  to  the  use  of  the  public.  It  is 
not  denied  that  Berliner's  invention  (Buchanan's  of  1892)  is  some- 
thing independent  and  distinct  from  the  Bell  (Brinsmead)  invention. 
It  is  the  combination  of  these  inventions  (the  Brinsmead,  the  Bu- 
chanan  of  1884,  and  the  Buchanan  of  1892)  with  those  of  Blake  and 
E3dison  (Nethery  and  Land  is)  which  makes  the  instrument  in  com- 
mercial use,  and  because  this  is  the  most  serviceable  it  is  the  one 
that  the  public  Insists  upon  having.  But  each  invention  has  inde- 
pendent righta    It  loses  nothing  because  when  united  with  another 
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it  resnlts  In  an  instriiment  more  valuable  tban  either  alone  will  give. 
Suppose  that  at  the  expiration  of  this  Berliner  (Buchanan  1892) 
patent  some  new  invention  shall  be  made  by  which  in  connection  with 
those  already  free  to  the  public  an  instrument  can  be  manufactured 
far  surpassing  in  utility  that  used  today,  and  the  Bell  Company 
(appellant)  shall  purchase  that  invention;  the  public,  which  always 
insists  on  having  the  best  and  most  serviceable^  wiU  undoubtedly  take 
the  new  instrument,  and  in  that  way  it  may  happen  that  what  is 
called  the  telephone  (stacker)  monopoly  is  practically  still  further 
continued.  But  surely  that  does  not  abridge  the  legal  rights  of  any 
one.  [872]  The  inventor  of  the  latest  addition  is  entitled  to  full  pro- 
tection, and  if  the  telephone  company  (appellant)  buys  that  invention 
it  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  which  the  inventor  had*  All  that  the 
patent  law  requires  is  that  when  a  patent  expires  the  Invention  cov- 
ered by  that  patent  shall  be  free  to  every  one,  and  not  that  the  public 
has  the  right  to  the  use  of  any  other  invention,  the  patent  for  which 
has  not  expired,  and  which  adds  to  the  utility  and  advantage  of  the 
instrument  made  as  the  result  of  the  combined  inventlomL** 

The  decree  is  reversed  with  the  direction  to  enter  a  decree 
in  appellant's  f  ayor  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 

Gkosscup,  Circuit  Judge  (concurring). 

The  ground  on  which  I  wish  to  put  my  concurrence,  so  fnr 
as  the  case  involves  the  Sherman  Act,  is-  this :  The  Buchanan 
patent  is  a  true  combination  patent,  of  which  the  Nethery 
and  Landis  patents  are  improvements  only,  and  subsidiary 
thereto— so  much  so  that  they  could  not  have  been  put  into 
practice  except  by  infringement  of  the  Buchanan  patent 
The  patents  as  an  entirety,  therefore,  constitute  a  single 
mechanical  evolution — are  blossoms  from  the  same  trunk — 
and  in  no  sense  are  competitive  patents;  from  which  it  fol- 
lows that  their  concentration  in  one  control  is  in  no  sense  a 
combination  to  prevent  competition.  I  state  this  as  my  view 
because  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold — as  I  have  said  already 
in  a  concurring  opinion  in  Rubber  Tire  Wheel  Company  v. 
Milwaukee  Rubber  Works  Company — that  patented  articles 
are  never,  under  any  circumstances,  articles  of  trade  or  com- 
merce, within  the  Sherman  act. 
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ET  AL.- 

(Circuit  Court,  W.  D.  MU^gan,  N.  D.    AprU  12, 1907.) 

[166  Fed.  Bep.  869.] 

fifoNOFOLiBB — Control  or  CouwnvQ  Corpobation. — ^The  control  by  one 
mining  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  Mlclif  gan  of  another 
similar  corporation  engaged  in  a  competing  buainess  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  by  acquiring  a  majority  of  its  stock,  or  in 
part  by  acquiring  stoclc  and  in  part  by  soliciting  and  obtaining 
proxies  from  other  stoclcholders  with  the  purpose  and  intention  of 
eliminating  competition  and  obtaining  a  monopoly  of  trade  in  their 
products,  either  complete  or  partial,  is  in  violation  of  the  federal 
anti-trust  law  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St  1901,  p.  3200]),  which  makes  unlawful  every  combination  in 
restraint  of  interstate  or  fbreign  trade  and  commerce,  and  also  of 
Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1899,  p.  409,  No.  266,  as  supplemented  by  Pub.  Acts 
Mich.  1906,  p.  607,  No.  329,  prohibiting  all  combinations  entered 
into  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  inteat  of  establishing  and  main- 
taining a  monopoly;  nor  la  such  transaction  relieved  from  its  in- 
validity under  the  latter  statute  by  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1906,  pp.  163, 
154,  No.  106,  which  authorizes  mining  oorposations  of  the  state  to 
purchase  and  own  stock  in  other  similar  corporatlona^ 

Samb — Federal  Autx-Tbust  Statutb— Sxtit  iob  In juhotioh. — A  pri- 
vate party,  who  has  sustained  special  Injury  by  a  violation  of  the 
federal  anti-trust  act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  a 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200] ) ,  may  sue  in  a  federal  court  for  injunction 
under  the  general  equity  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  where,  by  reason 
of  diversity  of  citizenship  of  the  parties,  the  court  has  Jurisdiction 
of  the  suit 

Corporations — Suit  bt  Stockholder — Conditions  Precedent. — ^A 
stockholder  of  a  corporation  may  sue  in  a  federal  court  to  restrain 
another  corporation  which  has  obtained  control  of  a  majority  of  its 
stock  from  voting  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  electing  its  own 
directors  and  eliminating  competition  between  the  two  companies  in 
alleged  violation  of  law  and  to  the  Irreparable  injury  of  complainant 
aa  a  stockholder,  although  the  bill  does  not  show  a  formal  demand 
upon  the  directors  to  bring  the  suit  as  provided  by  equity  rule  94, 
even  conceding  that  the  right  of  action  is  in  fact  that  of  the  corpo- 
ration, where  the  allegations  prima  facie  negative  collusion  and 
fairly  show  that  such  demand  would  have  been  unavailing. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  cases  in  point  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  12,  Corpora* 
tions,  H  791-796.] 

*  See  also  167  Fed.  Rep.,  704.    Post,  p.  693.    See  also  167  F^  Bep.» 
72L    Po§t,  p.  6ia 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1907,  by  West  Publishing  0>. 
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IZIJT7NCTI0N — Special  Injury  to  CtoicFLAiNAirr. — A  bill  by  a  Block- 
holder  of  a  corporation,  who  Is  also  an  officer  and  director  to  enjoin 
the  voting  of  stock  by  another  corporation  for  the  alleged  purpose  of 
changing  the  management  in  its  own  interest  and  creating  an  illegal 
monopoly  to  the  detriment  of  the  minority  stockholders,  shows  such 
a  special  interest  in  complainant  as  distinct  from  the  public  and 
such  threatened  irreparable  injury  to  his  rights  as  to  Justi^  the 
granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Gent  Dig.  voL  27,  Injunction, 
ii  305,  306.] 

Same — ^Pbeliminabt  Injunction — Gbounds. — ^The  bill  of  a  stockholder 
and  supporting  affidavits  held  to  make  a  showing  which  entitled  him 
to  a  preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  defendant  from  voting 
stoclE  to  change  the  officers  and  management  of  the  corporation 
pending  a  hearing  on  the  merits. 

In  Equity.    On  application  for  preliminary  injunction. 

Angellj  Boynton,  McMillan  and  Bodman  and  Taggart^ 
Denisan  and  Wilson^  for  complainant. 

Otto  Kirchner^  Chadboume  and  Rees^  and  Butterfield  and 
Keenepj  for  defendant  Calumet  &  Hecla  Mining  Company. 

[870]  Knappbn,  District  Judge. 

The  complainant  is  a  citizen  of  Massachusetts.  The  de- 
fendants, hereafter  called,  respectively,  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  and  the  Osceola  .Company,  are  corporations 
organized  under  the  Michigan  mining  law,  and  engaged  in 
the  manfacture  and  sale  of  copper.  The  complainant,  who  is 
the  president  of,  and  a  substantial  stockholder  in,  the  Osceola 
Company,  filed  his  bill  on  the  12th  day  of  Mardi,  i007,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  injunction,  both  temporary  and 
permanent,  restraining  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  from 
voting  at  the  annual  stockholders'  meeting  of  the  Osceola 
Company  (then  appointed  to  be  held  on  March  14,  1907)  a 
large  block  of  Osceola  Company  stock  held  by  the  Calumet 
&  Hecla  Company,  as  well  as  proxies  for  a  large  amount  of 
other  of  such  stock  held  by  that  company,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  action  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  in  buying 
and  obtaining  proxies  for  such  stock  constitutes  an  attempt  to 
establish  and  maintain  a  monopoly  of  the  business  of  mining, 
smelting,  refining,  and  selling  copper,  contrary  to  the  Sher- 
man Anti-Trust  Act,  the  Michigan  anti-monopoly  law,  and 
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common-law  obligations.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  bill,  an  order 
was  issued  restraining  the  voting  of  such  stock  in  advance 
of  the  hearing  of  the  application  for  temporary  injunction, 
except  to  the  extent  of  adjourning  the  annual  meeting.  Hear- 
ing upon  the  application  for  temporary  injunction  has  been 
had  upon  the  bill,  answer,  and  testimony  by  way  of  ex  parte 
affidavits  filed  on  both  sides. 

The  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  was  organized  in  1871,, 
and  capitalized  at  $2,500,000,  only  $1,200,000  of  which  has 
been  paid  in.  Its  operation  has  been  highly  profitable;  the 
market  value  of  its  stock  being  now  about  $90,000,000.  The 
Osceola  Company  is  capitalized  at  $2,403,750.  It  likewise 
has  been  profitably  operated,  having  for  the  past  20  years 
(except  in  1903)  paid  dividends  without  interruption;  those 
paid  in  1906  aggregating  64  per  cent,  of  the  par  value  of  the 
stock,  whose  market  value  is  now  nearly  six  times  the  par 
value.  The  two  mining  companies  are  in  active  competition 
with  each  other  in  the  production  and  sale  of  copper  through- 
out the  United  States  and  foreign  countries;  the  mining 
operations  of  both  being  carried  on  in  the  upper  peninsula 
of  Michigan. 

Until  1905,  companies  organized  under  the  Michigan  min- 
ing law  had  no  power  to  own  stock  in  other  mining  compa- 
nies in  this  state,  although  for  many  years  thoy  had  been 
authorized  to  own  stock  in  companies  outside  the  state.  2 
Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1897,  §  7012.  In  1903,  mining  companies 
were  given  authority  to  hold  stock  in  companies  formed  un- 
der the  Michigan  mining  law  or  under  any  other  laws  for 
refining,  smelting,  or  ^manufacturing  ores,  minerals,  or  met- 
als. Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1903,  pp.  382,  383,  No.  233.  In  1905, 
corporations  organized  under  the  Michigan  mining  law  were 
empowered  to  "  subscribe  for,  purchase,  own  and  dispose  of 
stock  in  any  company  organized  under  this  act,  or  under 
any  other  laws,  foreign  or  domestic,  for  the  purpose  of 
mining,  refining,  smelting  or  manufacturing  any  or  all  kinds 
of  ores  or  minerals."  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  No.  105,  pp. 
153,  154. 

The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  Michigan  copper,  which 
Is  known  commercially  as  ''lake  copper,"  is  of  a  different 
quality  from  that  produced  elsewhere  in  the  United  States, 
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having  superior  tensile  and  tor[871]sionaI  strength,  duc- 
tility, and  conductivity,  usually  bringing  in  the  market  a 
slightly  higher  price  than  other  copper;  that  the  best  grade 
of  lake  copper,  called  in  the  bill  "prime  lake  copper,"  has 
thus  far  been  produced  only  by  five  companies,  in  the  follow- 
ing amounts  annually,  Calumet  &  Heda  100,000,000  pounds, 
Osceola  18,000,000,  Quincy  18,000,000,  Tamarack  10,000,000, 
find  Wolverine  10,000,000;  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company 
thus  producing  over  76  per  cent,  of  the  aggregate— def aid- 
ants' testimony  tending  to  show  that  at  least  five  other  Michi- 
gan mines  are  producing  copper,  aggregating  over  11,000,000 
pounds  annually,  which  rightly  treated  would  be  equally 
good.  It  is  undisputed  that  for  certain  purposes  lake  copper 
is  preferable  to  any  other  copper,  and  the  testimony  tends 
to  show  that  the  United  States  government,  in  its  purchases 
of  unmixed  copper  for  the  manufacture  of  cartridge  cases, 
buys  only  lake  copper,  and  thus  far  has  specified  only  Calu- 
met &  Heda,  Osceola,  Quincy,  and  Tamarack.  It  is  undis- 
puted that  of  the  1,000,000,000  pounds  of  copper  produced 
annually  in  the  United  States  (which  is  considerably  more 
than  produced  in  all  other  countries)  lake  copper  constitutes 
one-quarter  or  one-fifth,  about  one-half  of  whidi  amount  is 
produced  by  the  Calumet  A  Hecla  Company.  The  testimony 
tends  further  to  show  that  since  the  1905  amendment  to  tlie 
Michigan  mining  law  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  has 
embarked  upon  a  pronounced  policy  of  expansion;  that  it 
has  expended  from  $2,000,000  to  $3,000,000  in  exploring 
mines  on  lands  of  other  ccxnpanies,  and  several  million  dol- 
lars in  the  purchase  of  stocks  in  competing  mining  compa- 
nies, and  that  it  has  taken  options  on  stocks  of  other  mining 
companies.  The  companies  in  which  such  interests  have 
lately  been  acquired  include  the  Centennial,  Allouez,  La 
Salle,  Gratiot,  Manitou,  Frontenac,  Superior,  and  others, 
some  of  which  mines  are  now  competitive  and  productive, 
others  of  which  are  still  in  the  exploratory  stage;  the  Calu- 
met A  Hecla  Company  owning  in  most  of  these  companies  a 
majority  interest,  and  in  one  or  more  cases  the  entire.  As  a 
part  of  this  policy  of  expansion,  the  Calumet  &  Heda  Com- 
pany has  increased  its  own  land  holdings  from  about  2,700 
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acres  to  about  50,000  acres ;  the  land  holdings  of  the  compa- 
nies in  which  interests  have  been  acquired  bringing  the  aggre- 
gate holdhigs  of  land  to  above  70,000  acres.  The  testimony 
forth^  tends  to  i^ow  that  within  a  few  months  before  the 
date  fixed  for  the  1907  annual  meeting  of  the  Osceola  Com- 
pany the  CSalmnet  A  Hecla  Company  quietly  bought  up  a 
large  amount  of  Osceola  stock ;  the  management  of  the  Osce- 
ola Company  knowing  nothing  of  such  purchase  until  Febru- 
ary SO  (22  days  before  the  proposed  annual  meeting),  on 
whidi  date  20,000  shares  were  transferred  to  the  Calumet  & 
Heda  Company  on  the  books  of  the  Osceola  Company,  and 
the  Calumet  &  Heda  C<Hnpany  also  being  the  owner  of  addi- 
tional holdings  not  of  record,  th^  amount  of  whidi  is  not 
sbown,  except  that  the  answer  of  the  defendant  says  that  its 
holdings  are  less  than  a  majority,  which  majority  would  be 
about  48,000  sAiares.  On  February  21,  1907,  the  Calumet  ft 
Heda  Cmnpany  sent,  in  its  own  name,  to  all  the  stockholders 
of  the  Osceola  Company  whose  names  and  addresses  it  could 
learn,  a  circular  letter  in  which  the  Calumet  ft  Hecla  Com- 
pany, ^  as  the  largest  stockholder  of  the  Osceola  Consolidated 
Mining  Company,**  asked  that  all  Osceola  stockholders  who 
should  be  willing  to  [87S]  intrust  the  management  of  the 
ccnnpany  to  a  board  of  directors  ^Hhe  majority  of  whom 
flhofild  be  selected''  from  a  list  given  in  the  letter  (who  in 
fact  were  representatives  of  the  Calumet  ft  Hecla  Company) 
appoint  as  their  proxies  three  Calumet  ft  Heda  represent- 
atives named  therein,  one  of  whom  is  the  vice  president  of 
that  company.  The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  on  the  same 
21st  day  of  February  the  Calumet  ft  Hecla  Company  wrote 
to  complainant,  as  president  of  the  Osceola  Company,  a  let- 
ter stating  that  the  Calumet  ft  Hecla  Company  had  become 
the  largest  shareholder  of  record  in  the  Osceola  Company, 
and  expected  to  ^  elect  a  majority  of  the  directors  at  its 
annual  meeting,  March  14,  next,"  and  requesting  that  until 
such  election  no  contract  be  entered  into  by  the  president, 
directors,  or  agents  of  the  Osceola  Company  which  by  its 
terms  was  not  to  be  performed  entirely  during  the  term  of 
the  ptttf«nt  board  of  directors  (which  would  naturally  then 
extend  bat  a  few  weeks  longer) ,  espedally  contracts  for  the 
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sale  of  its  copper  products  or  for  the  purchase  of  coal,  con- 
tracts with  railways  and  miUs,  for  the  sale  of  lands  or  for  the 
location  of  mills.  The  manifest  purpose  of  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  in  sending  this  letter  was  to  prevent  the 
Osceola  Company  from  entering  into  any  contracts,  or  assum- 
ing any  obligations,  which  could  conflict  with  the  manage- 
ment of  the  Osceola  Company  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany in  case  the  latter  should  secure  such  expected  controL 
The  case  presented  fairly  tends  to  show  that  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  bought  its  holdings  of  Osceola  stock,  and 
procured  the  proxies  referred  to,  with  the  intention,  if  possi- 
ble, of  thereby  controlling  the  management  of  this  competing 
company,  with  which  it  had  previously  no  connection  by  way 
of  stock  ownership  or  otherwise,  and  of  turning  out  the  pres- 
ent management  of  the  Osceola  Company;  that  it  would 
have  bought  a  controlling  interest  had  such  interest  been 
readily  acquirable  on  satisfactory  terms;  and  that  it  has 
obtained  enough  proxies,  together  with  its  own  stock  hold- 
ings, to  elect  a  controlling  majority  of  the  board  of  directors 
of  the  Osceola  Company,  and  at  the  time  the  bill  was  filed 
was  intending  to  so  vote  such  shares  and  to  so  act 

The  Kearsarge  lode  runs  through  the  mines  of  the  Calu- 
met &  Hecla,  Osceola,  Centennial,  Allouez,  La  Salle,  and 
Gratiot  The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  the  Calumet  & 
Heda  Company  proposes  by  combining  the  Osceola  with  its 
other  holdings  to  operate  that  company,  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla,  Centennial,  Allouez,  and  possibly  other  mines,  by 
sinking  through  Osceola  lands  shafts  for  other  mines,  shafts 
for  the  Osceola  through  the  lands  of  other  companies,  and 
using  for  some  or  all  of  these  mines  on  the  lode  drifts  or 
openings  from  the  lands  of  other  mines,  using  machinery  in 
common  to  some  extent  for  two  or  more  of  such  mines,  in* 
eluding  the  Osceola,  and  having  ores  from  all  these  mines 
stamped,  smelted,  refined,  and  sold  through  Calumet  & 
Hecla  agencies;  that  the  Osceola's  product  is  now,  and  for 
a  long  time  has  been,  sold  through  the  United  Metals  Selling 
Company,  with  which  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  is  not  in  sym- 
pathy ;  that  the  Osceola,  in  connection  with  two  other  mines, 
owns  a  smelter  and  is  interested  in  a  chemical  company,  the 
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use  of  both  of  which  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  pro- 
poses to  dispense  with.  Complainant's  affidavits  tend  to  show 
that  such  proposed  change  of  policy  and  management,  in- 
[873] eluding  such  proposed  interuse  of  shafts,  drifts,  and 
machinery,  would  be  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  Osceola 
and  its  stockholders,  through  the  increased  danger  of  fire, 
peril  to  life,  and  otherwise;  that  the  management  of  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  has  been,  and  is,  extravagant, 
and  it  is  only  by  reason  of  the  phenomenal  richness  of  its 
ores  that  its  management  has  been  profitable;  that  the  al- 
leged extravagant  management  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla 
Company  applied  to  the  Osceola  ores  would  render  the 
operation  of  the  latter  company  unprofitable,  would  depress 
stock  values,  and  would  greatly  injure  complainant  and 
other  minority  stockholders  in  the  Osceola  Company.  Com- 
plainant's testimony  further  tends  to  show  that  the  control 
of  the  copper  output  of  the  mines  of  Michigan  would  estab- 
lish an  absolute  and  complete  monopoly  in  the  production 
of  the  best  grades  of  copper,  independently  of  the  ownership 
of  any  mines  now  in  operation  within  the  United  States  or 
elsewhere,  and  would  permit  the  raising  of  the  price  of  such 
copper;  that  the  control  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  and  the 
Osceola  mines  by  one  corporation  will  tend  to  create  a  prac- 
tical monopoly  in  the  supply  of  such  copper  so  used  and 
would  eliminate  all  competitive  bidding  as  between  the  two 
companies,  thus  creating  a  monopoly  in  the  supply  of  such 
copper;  that  such  control  of  the  Osceola  Company  by  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  would  result  in  at  least  a  partial 
monopoly  in  prime  lake  copper;  that  the  acquisition  of  the 
Tamarack  and  Quincy  mines  would  make  such  monopoly 
complete;  and  that  the  effect  of  the  control  of  the  Osceola 
Company  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  would  of  itself 
enable  the  latter  to  raise  the  price  of  prime  lake  copper. 

The  bill  alleges  that  lake  copper  is  used  in  all  branches 
of  the  arts  in  enormous  quantities,  and  is  used  and  sold  out- 
side the  state  of  Michigan,  being  delivered  by  the  companies 
producing  it  to  all  parts  of  this  and  foreign  countries ;  that 
the  Osceola  Company  is  in  active  competition  with  the  Calu- 
met &  Heda  Company  in  producing  and  selling  such  copper 
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throughout  the  United  States  and  in  foreign  countries;  that 
each  of  said  companies  is  engaged  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce ;  that  the  action  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company 
in  so  attempting  to  secure  control  of  the  Osceola  Company, 
including  the  election  of  its  board  of  directors,  is  a  part  of 
the  general  plan  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  to  secure 
control  of  practically  the  entire  output  of  lake  copper,  and 
thereby  secure  a  complete  and  absolute  monopoly  of  the 
product  of  such  copper  throughout  the  United  States,  and 
especially  of  such  prime  lake  copper;  and  that  such  purchase 
of  stock  and  procurement  of  proxies  are  ultra  vires  and  con- 
fer no  authority  upon  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  to  vote 
the  same. 

The  defendant,  both  by  answer  and  affidavits,  disputes 
many  of  complainant's  allegations  of  fact,  expressly  denying 
that  it  is  intending  or  attempting  to  obtain  a  monopoly  ov 
control  either  of  prime  lake  copper  or  of  lake  copper  gen- 
erally, and  denying  that  its  control  of  the  Osceola  Company 
would  or  could  accom.plish  such  monopoly,  complete  or  par- 
tial. It  disclaims  any  intention  to  operate  the  Osceola 
Company  to  the  injury  of  the  minority  stockholders;  alleges 
that  the  majority  of  the  stockholders  of  that  company  are 
dissatisfied  with  the  present  management,  and  that  it  intends 
to  make  the  operation  [874]  of  the  Osceola  Company's  prop- 
erty more  profitable  to  the  latter's  stockholders  than  hereto- 
fore. It  submits  that  the  acts  complained  of  do  not  offend 
against  either  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act,  the  Michigan 
anti-monopoly  act,  or  common-law  equity  principles;  that 
if  the  acts  complained  of  are  unlawful  the  remedy  by  in- 
junction may  be  invoked  only  by  the  Attorney  Greneral  of 
the  United  States,  or  the  Attorney  General  or  prosecuting 
attorneys  of  the  state  of  Michigan;  that,  if  such  injunctive 
relief  may  be  given  to  a  private  party,  it  can  be  given  only 
to  the  Osceola  Company;  that  complainant,  as  a  minority 
stockholder,  has  shown  no  right  to  act  on  behalf  of  the 
corporation;  that  no  peculiar  injury  to  complainant,  actual 
or  threatened,  is  alleged;  and  that,  upon  the  face  of  the 
testimony  presented,  an  injunction  in  advance  of  final  hear- 
ing would  be  an  unwarranted  divesting  of  property  rights 
and  an  unwarranted  disturbing  of  the  existing  status. 
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1.  The  bill  plainly  alleges  a  violation  of  law,  unless  the 
transaction  complained  of  is  made  lawful  by  the  fact  that  the 
alleged  attempted  monopoly  is  proposed  to  be  accomplished 
by  means  of  a  control  of  stock  in  a  competing  company, 
rather  than  by  direct  previous  agreement  between  the  two 
companies.  The  allegation  is,  in  substance,  that  the  stock 
has  been  purchased,  and  the  proxies  obtained,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suppressing  competition  between  two  otherwise  com- 
peting companies,  and  that  the  proposed  control  will  in  fact 
enable  the  creation  of  a  monopoly.  The  formation  of  a 
monopoly  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  trade  or  commerce 
is  unlawful,  both  at  common  law  (Richardson  v.  Buhl^  77 
Mich.  632,  43  N.  W.  1102,  6  L.  R.  A.  457;  Hunt  v.  Riverside 
Co-operative  Club,  140  Mich.  548, 104  N.  W.  40, 112  Am.  St. 
Rep.  420;  Chesapeake  dk  Ohio  Fuel  Co,  v.  V.  5.,  115  Fed.  610, 
53  C.  C.  A.  256),  and  under  both  the  federal  and  state  anti- 
trust laws.  The  federal  act  provides  that  every  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  is  illegal.  Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200].  As 
said  by  Judge  (now  Justice)  Day,  in  Chesapeake  dk  Ohio 
Fuel  Co.  v.  U.  S.y  115  Fed.  619,  53  C.  C.  A.  265 :  "All  con- 
tracts and  combinations  are  declared  illegal  if  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  states."  Under  the  Michigan 
statute,  a  trust  is  a  "  combination  of  capital,  skill  or  arts 
by  two  or  more  persons,  firms,  partnerships,  corporations  or 
associations  of  persons,  *  *  *  (3)  to  prevent  competition 
in  manufacturing,  making,  transportation,  sale  or  purchase 
of  merchandise,  produce  or  any  commodity,"  and  it  is  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful,  against  public  policy,  and  void  for 
two  or  more  persons  or  corporations  to  "  pool,  combine,  or 
directly  or  indirectly  unite  any  interests  that  they  may  have 
connected  with  the  sale  or  transportation  of  any  such  article 
or  commodity,  that  its  price  might  in  any  manner  be  af- 
fected." Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1899,  p.  409,  No.  255.  The  supple- 
mentary and  declaratory  act  of  1905  provides  that : 


M, 


'AH  combinations  of  persons,  partnerships  or  corporations  made  or 
entered  into  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of  estabUshing  and 
maintaining,  or  of  attempting  to  establish  or  maintain,  a  monopoly  of 
any  trade,  pursuit,  avocation,  profession  or  business,  are  hereby  de- 
clared to  be  against  public  policy.  Illegal  and  void."  Pub.  Acts  Mich. 
1906,  p.  507,  Na  829. 


302  155  FEDERAL  BEPOBTEB,  876. 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

[875]  It  is  not  necessary  under  either  the  federal  or  state 
statutes  that  a  complete  monopoly  be  effected.  It  is  sufficient 
if  it  tends  to  that  end,  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  ad- 
vantages which  flow  from  free  competition.  27.  S,  v.  E.  €• 
Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S-  16,  16  Sup.  Ct.  249,  89  L.  Ed.  826 ; 
Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  U.  5.,  193  U.  S.  382,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
436,  48  L.  Ed.  679;  Hunt  v.  Riverside  Co-operative  Club, 
140  Mich.  647,  104  N.  W.  40,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  420.  The 
above-quoted  language  of  both  the  federal  and  state  statutes 
is  in  terms  broad  enough  to  cover  any  means  purposely 
adopted  for,  and  manifestly  adapted  to,  the  accomplishment 
of  the  unlawful  purposes.  It  seems  clear  that,  under  the 
decision  in  Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  U.  5.,  198  U.  S.  197, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  436, 48  L.  Ed.  679,  the  creation  of  a  monopoly  by 
way  of  stock  purchase  and  control  offends  against  the  statute. 
In  that  case,  at  page  331  of  193  U.  S.,  and  page  454  of  24 
Sup.  Ct.  [48  L.  Ed.  679],  it  is  sAd: 

**  It  (the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act)  does  embrace  and  declare  to  be 
illegal  erery  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy,  in  wliatever  form, 
of  whatever  nature,  and  whoever  may  be  the  parties  to  it,  which 
directly  or  necessarily  operates  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations." 

The  distinction  recognized  in  Davis  v.  A.  Booth  dk  Co., 
131  Fed.  31,  65  C.  C.  A.  269,  and  in  Northern  Securities  Co. 
V.  U.  S.,  between  cases  of  outright  purchase  of  the  entire 
property  of  the  absorbed  company,  and  cases  of  combination 
of  owners  and  property  under  one  management,  where  each 
owner^s  interest  is  continued  in  the  combination,  would  seem 
to  place  a  combination  by  way  of  stock  purchase  and  stock 
proxies  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute.  In  the  late 
case  of  Dunbar  v.  American  Tel.  <&  Tel.  Co.,  79  N.  E.  427, 
224  111.  9,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  has  directly  held 
that,  where  a  corporation  purchased  the  majority  of  the 
stock  of  another  corporation,  it  is  sufficient  to  condemn  the 
transaction  as  unlawful,  if  its  tendency  is  to  restrain  com- 
petition. This  principle  is  impliedly  recognized  in  Clark  & 
Marshall  on  Private  Corporations,  §  652  (14).  Nor  can  the 
fact  that  the  alleged  monopoly  is  proposed  to  be  affected  in 
part  by  the  holding  of  proxies  relieve  an  otherwise  unlawful 
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transaction  of  its  unlawful  character.  If  the  object  of  ob- 
taining the  proxies  was,  as  alleged,  to  create  a  monopoly,  it 
is  within  the  manifest  prohibition  of  the  law.  The  identity 
of  the  two  corporations  is  maintained,  and  the  combination 
is  as  effective  as  if  a  lease  of  the  corporate  property  had  been 
given. 

The  fact  that  the  Michigan  mining  statute  of  1905  gave 
the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  power  to  purchase  and  own 
stocks  in  other  mining  corporations  is  invoked  as  making  law- 
ful the  monopolistic  control  obtained  through  such  purchase. 
The  proposition  is,  in  other  words,  that  the  Michigan  statute 
gives  the  right  to  do  the  act  complained  of.  Pub.  Acts 
Mich.  1905,  p.  153,  No.  105.  But  this  statute  must  be  read 
in  connection  with  the  avowed  policy  of  the  state  as  ex- 
pressed by  its  statutes.  Distilling  <&  Cattle  Feeding  Co.  v. 
Peopley  156  lU.  491,  41  N.  E.  188,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  200. 
When  the  amendment  above  referred  to  was  passed,  the  stat- 
ute of  1899,  above  referred  to,  was  in  force.  The  same 
legislature  which  passed  the  mining  amendment  of  1905 
[876]  later  passed  act  No.  329,  p.  508,  acts  1905,  "  supple- 
mentary to,  and  declaratory  of,"  the  anti-monopoly  act  of 
1899,  containing  the  express  provision  before  quoted,  and  in 
addition  thereto  exceptionally  drastic  provisions  designed  to 
prevent  monopolies,  total  or  partial,  by  whatever  means 
accomplished.  The  result  of  these  two  statutes  is  that  power 
was  given  to  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  to  purchase 
stock  in  the  Osceola  Company,  but  the  right  to  exercise  that 
power  in  violation  of  the  anti-monopoly  statutes  of  the  state 
was  not  given.  For  the  reasons  stated,  the  conclusion  reached 
is  that  the  bill  sufficiently  alleges  an  unlawful  combination. 

2.  The  question  whether  a  bill  for  injunctive  relief  can  be 
maintained  under  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act  at  the  instance 
of  a  private  party  is  not  free  from  difficulty.  It  is  strenu- 
ously contended  that  under  neither  the  federal  Anti-Trust 
Act  nor  the  State  act  can  relief  by  way  of  injunction  be 
granted  to  a  private  party ;  that  section  4  of  the  federal  act, 
which  provides  for  injunctive  relief,  is  expressly  limited  to 
suits  brought  at  the  instance  of  the  Attorney  General ;  and 
that  section  7  of  the  federal  act,  giving  to  an  injured  party  a 
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right  of  action  at  law  for  treble  damages,  considered  in  con- 
nection with  section  4  referred  to,  by  necessary  implication 
excludes  the  right  of  a  private  party  to  maintain  any  suit 
except  that  for  treble  damages  under  section  7,  regardless  of 
the  general  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Some  of  the 
cases  cited  affirm  this  contention.  Others  of  them,  in  my 
judgment,  do  not,  but,  on  the  contrary,  recognize  the  rule  that 
the  prohibition  against  injunctive  relief  under  the  federal 
act  is  limited  to  suits  brought  for  injuries  common  to  the 
general  public,  and  that  under  the  general  jurisdiction  of 
equity  relief  may  be  granted  to  a  private  party  against  vio- 
lations of  the  Anti-Trust  Act. 

In  BlindeU  v.  Hag  an  (C.  C.)  64  Fed.  40,  and  Id.,  56  Fed. 
696,  6  C.  C.  A.  86,  relief  was  asked,  first,  under  the  federal 
Anti-Triist  Act ;  and,  second,  under  the  general  equity  juris- 
diction of  the  court.  The  district  judge  held  that  no  one 
but  the  Attorney  General  could  file  a  bill  under  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act,  but  that,  as  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  case 
by  reason  of  diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties,  it  could  grant 
relief  upon  the  grounds  of  inadequacy  of  l^al  remedy  and 
the  prevention  of  multiplicity  of  suits.  The  relief  granted 
was  given  none  the  less  on  account  of  the  unlawful  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  trade. 

In  Pidcock  v.  Harrington  (C.  C.)  64  Fed,  821,  complain- 
ant expressly  disclaimed  any  right  to  relief  under  the  general 
equity  principles  of  the  common  law,  and  planted  himself 
solely  on  the  Sherman  Act.  The  district  judge  sustained  a 
demurrer  to  the  bill.  The  decision  was  not  reviewed.  It 
does  not  appear  that  there  was  diverse  citizenship  of  the 
parties,  and  thus  that  the  court  would  have  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  case  but  for  the  federal  question. 

In  Gulf,  C.  <&  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Miami  S.  S.  Co.,  86  Fed, 
407, 30  C.  C.  A.  142,  it  was  held  that  no  case  was  stated  under 
either  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act  or  the  common  law;  but 
it  was  said : 

"  We  do  not  doubt  the  general  Jnrifldlctlon  of  the  Olrcult  Court  aa 
a  court  of  equity  to  afford  preventive  relief.  In  a  proper  ease,  againat 
threatened  Injury  about  to  result  to  an  individual,  for  any  unlawful 
agreement,  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  ef  trade/* 
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[8771  In  So.  Ind.  Exp.  Co.  v.  U.  S.  Exp.  Co.  (C.  C.))  88 
Fed.  659,  and  Id.,  92  Fed.  1022,  35  C  C.  A.  172,  heard  on 
demurrer  to  bill,  the  acts  complained  of  were  entirely  lawful 
unless  by  reason  of  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act.  It  was  held 
that  under  that  law  a  private  party  could  not  obtain  relief 
by  bill  in  equity.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  by  reason  of  diverse  citizenship. 

In  Metcalf  v.  American  School  Furn.  Co.  (C.  C.)  108  Fed. 
909,  and  Id.,  113  Fed.  1020,  51  C.  C.  A.  599,  heard  on  motion 
for  temporary  injunction  and  on  demurrer  to  the  bill,  com- 
plainant sought,  first,  relief  against  the  monopoly  created  by 
the  absorption  of  the  Buffalo  CSompany  by  the  American 
School  Furniture  Company,  and,  second,  the  assessment  and 
collection  in  the  equity  suit  of  the  treble  damages  given  by 
the  seventh  section  of  the  federal  Ant-Trust  Act.  The  dis- 
trict judge  held  that  these  damages  were  recoverable  only  in 
an  action  at  law  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  complainant,  while 
the  equitable  relief  was  for  the  benefit  of  all  interested  in  the 
corporation,  and  that  the  bill  was  thus  multifarious.  The 
right  to  equitable  relief  was  not,  however,  denied,  but  ex- 
pressly affirmed.  After  the  bill  had  been  amended  by  elim- 
inating the  demand  for  treble  damages,  and  upon  hearing 
upon  demurrers  and  pleas  to  the  amended  bill  ( [C.  C]  122 
Fed.  115),  the  district  judge  held  that  the  bill  presented  no 
case  except  under  the  federal  anti-trust  law,  and  that  under 
that  law  suit  for  injunctive  relief  could  be  brought  only  at 
the  instance  of  the  Attorney  General.  This  decision  has  not 
been  reviewed. 

While  the  decisions  referred  to  are  entitled  to  great  respect, 
they  do  not  commend  themselves  to  my  judgment  so  far  as 
they  deay  the  right  of  a  private  party,  who  has  sustained 
special  injury  by  the  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  to  re- 
lief by  injunction  under  the  general  equity  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  As  already  seen,  the  cases  referred  to  do  not  gener- 
ally announce  such  rule. 

The  case  of  Minnesota  v.  Northern  Securities  Co.^  194  U.  S. 
48,  70,  72,  24  Sup.  Ct.  598,  48  L.  Ed.  870,  does  not,  to  my 
mind,  assert  the  rule  contended  for  by  defendant.  On  the 
contrary,  it  seems  to  recognize  by  implication  a  contrary  rule. 
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In  that  case,  which  was  decided  since  the  decisions  in  all  the 
cases  referred  to  above,  the  State  sought  relief  under  both  the 
Minnesota  statute  and  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act.  It  was 
held  that  relief  could  not  be  given  under  the  Minnesota 
statute  for  lack  of  diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties,  nor 
under  the  federal  statute  because  the  injury  alleged  to  have 
been  sustained  by  the  State  was  not  direct  or  special,  but  only 
^^  remote  and  indirect;  such  an  injury  as  would  come  alike, 
although  in  different  degrees,  to  every  individual  owner  of 
property  in  a  State  by  reason  of  the  suppression,  in  violation 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  of  free  competition  between  interstate 
carriers  engaged  in  business  in  such  State ;  not  such  a  direct, 
actual  injury  as  that  provided  for  in  the  seventh  section  of 
the  statute."  It  was  accordingly  merely  held  (so  far  as 
right  to  relief  under  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act  is  con- 
cerned) that  the  intention  of  the  statute  was  "  to  limit  direct 
proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  viola- 
tions of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  as  cause  injury  to  the  general 
public,  or  to  all  alike,  merely  from  the  suppression  of  com- 
petition in  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  States  and 
with  foreign  nations,  to  those  in[878]stituted  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  act,  by 
district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  acting  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney  Greneral." 

I  can  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act 
is  highly  remedial.  Its  apparent  object  is  not  to  restrict,  but 
to  extend,  remedies.  The  seventh  section  gives  the  Circuit 
Courts  jurisdiction  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy, allows  threefold  damages  and  the  costs  of  suit,  in- 
cluding a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  The  very  penal  provi- 
sions invoked  by  defendant's  counsel  as  requiring  a  strict 
construction  of  the  act  are  but  evidence  of  the  highly 
remedial  nature  of  the  statute,  and  I  am  loath  to  conclude 
that  a  statute  of  this  nature  should  be  construed  as  taking 
away  the  otherwise  existing  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  afford 
relief.  In  this  case  jurisdiction  is  conferred  by  the  diverse 
citizenship  of  the  parties. 

The  case  of  In  re  Lennon,  166  U.  S.  548,  17  Sup.  Ct.  658, 
41  L.  Ed.  1110,  is  not  without  pertinency.  It  was  there  held 
(under  habeas  corpus  proceedings  alleging  lack  of  jurisdic- 
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tion)  that  a  bill  in  equity  was  properly  filed  by  one  railroad 
company  against  other  railroad  companies  under  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Act  of  February  4, 1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat  879 
[U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3154],  to  restrain  the  refusal  to 
afford  equal  facilities  to  the  connecting  line,  as  exhibiting 
a  case  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  namely, 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act.  The  court  there  said  (page 
554  of  166  U.  S.  and  page  660  of  17  Sup.  Ct.  [41  L.  Ed, 
1110]): 

''Gases  arising  under  tlie  laws  of  the  United  States  are  such  as 
grow  oat  of  the  legislation  of  Congress,  whether  they  constitute  the 
right  or  privilege,  or  claim,  or  protection,  or  defense  of  the  party,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  by  whom  they  are  asserted." 

It  is  noticeable  that  the  act  there  in  question  expressly  pro- 
vided for  relief  to  the  injured  person  either  by  suit  against 
the  offending  carrier  or  through  complaint  to  the  commission 
(sections  8  and  9),  but  not  for  injunction,  except  under 
circumstances  not  existing,  and  by  methods  not  employed 
in  the  suit  in  question. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  complainant's  remedy  at  law  is 
inadequate,  and  it  may  well  be.  It  is  fairly  inferable  from 
the  case  presented  that,  if  the  control  of  the  Osceola  Com- 
pany by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  is  had,  a  complete 
revolution  in  the  management  and  in  the  method  of  opera- 
tion of  the  former  company  will  take  place.  To  prove 
damages  as  resulting  from  such  a  combination,  in  view  of  the 
complete  change  of  methods  intended,  ffnd  under  an  entirely 
new  management,  may  well  be  difficult.  The  reasons  for 
such  difficulty  seem  too  apparent  to  require  elaboration.  The 
Michigan  statute,  however  (Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1899,  p.  409, 
No.  255),  contains  no  express  provision  for  injunction  suits 
by  the  district  attorney  or  prosecuting  attorneys,  although 
"  for  a  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act "  it  au- 
thorizes the  institution  of  "proper  suits  or  quo  warranto 
proceedings  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,"  which  is 
recognized  as  giving  authority  to  maintain  injunction  suits 
to  restrain  violations  of  the  Anti-Trust  Law.  Hunt  v.  River- 
side  Co-operative  Cluh^  supra.  It  is  therefore  not  neces- 
sarily subject  to  the  same  considerations  as  the  federal 
statute. 


^ 
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[879J  In  my  opiniou,  under  the  case  here  presented,  the 
objection  that  remedy  by  injunction  cannot  be  afforded  at 
the  instance  of  the  injured  party  should  not  be  sustained. 

It  is  contended  that  under  the  case  made  by  the  bill  the 
grievance  complained  of  is  that  of  the  Osceola  Company, 
and  that  complainant,  as  a  stockholder  in  that  company, 
has  not  complied  with  general  equity  rule  No.  94,  adopted  to 
prevent  a  collusive  conferring  of  jurisdiction.  The  author- 
ities agree  that,  where  the  relief  is  sought  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation,  the  complaining  stockholder  must  show  that 
he  has  exhausted  all  means  within  his  reach  to  induce  the 
corporation  to  take  action,  to  the  extent  of  formally  making 
demand  for  action  upon  the  board  of  directors  (and,  as  held 
in  some  cases,  even  upon  the  stockholders),  unless  it  appears 
that  such  demand  would  be  an  idle  ceremony.  It  is  clear  that 
such  demand  upon  the  stockholders  would  have  been,  in  this 
case,  an  idle  ceremony,  as  a  majority  of  the  stock  is  appar- 
ently controlled  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company.  More- 
over, but  22  days  intervened  between  February  20  and  March 
14,  and  the  mining  law  required  four  weeks'  publication  of 
notice  for  special  stockholders'  meeting.  2  Comp.  Laws 
Mich.  1897,  §  6999.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  suit  is  not  col- 
lusive; that  complainant  had  consulted  with  a  majority  of 
the  directors,  all  of  whom  expressed  their  opinion  that  the 
corporation  should  not  bring  the  suit,  in  view  of  the  antag- 
onism thereto  on  the  part  of  the  majority  of  the  stockholders, 
and  in  view  of  the  near  expiration  of  their  terms  as  directors. 
Assuming  that  the  relief  asked  for  belongs  to  the  corpora- 
tion, the  question  is:  Does  the  bill  show  that  demand  upon 
the  directors  to  bring  the  suit  would  be  an  idle  cei'emony! 
This  hearing  is  not  upon  demurrer  to  the  bill,  but  upon 
answer  and  affidavits.  There  is  force  in  the  suggestion  that 
the  directors  might  properly  be  adverse  to  taking  corporate 
action  under  the  circumstances  stated,  and  that  under  the 
allegations  referred  to  there  is  as  much  ground  for  an  infer- 
ence that  the  board,  if  formally  called  together,  would  have 
declined  to  take  corporate  action,  as  in  a  case  where  individ- 
ual directors  are  known  to  favor  the  situation  complained  of. 
The  allegations  prima  facie  negative  collusion.     If  upon 
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final  hearing  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  should  be  found 
to  rest  upon  collusion,  the  bill  would  be  then  dismissed.  The 
fact  that  the  original  bill  did  not  allege  compliance  with 
rule  94  is  not  material.  The  amended  bill  was  filed  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right.  On  this  hearing  relief  can  be  given  on  the 
amended  bill  with  the  same  effect  as  if  it  were  an  original 
bill. 

It  is  not  dear,  however,  that  the  grievance  complained  of 
belongs  solely  to  the  corporation.  An  action  at  law  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  on  account  of  the  acts  sought  to  be 
enjoined  would  accrue  to  individual  stockholders,  under  sec- 
tion 7  of  the  federal  act  and  the  eleventh  section  of  the 
Michigan  statute.  Metcalf  v.  American  School  Fum.  Co. 
(C.  C.)  108  Fed.  909,  912;  s.  c.  (C.  C.)  122  Fed.  115,  116. 
The  right  of  the  complainant  to  maintain  the  bill  for  his 
personal  interest  is  recognized  by  respectable  authorities. 
High  on  Injunctions  (4th  Ed.)  §  1227,  and  cases  cited; 
Dunbar  v.  American  Tel.  cfe  Tel.  Co.y  79  N.  E.  423,  224  111. 
9.  If  the  Osceola  Company  was  not  a  necessary  party,  and 
the  bill  is  maintainable  upon  general  equity  princi- 
[880]  pies,  this  court  would  have  jurisdiction  through  diver- 
sity of  citizenship,  and  thus  the  case  would  not  be  within  the 
mischief  aimed  at  by  the  rule  in  question. 

4.  It  is  contended  that  the  bill  does  not  allege  a  threatened, 
direct  injury  to  complainant  from  the  proposed  monopoly 
charged,  beyond  such  injury  as  would  be  suffered  by  the 
general  public,  and  that  irreparable  injury  is  not  sufficiently 
alleged  to  justify  injunction.  The  seventeenth  paragraph  of 
the  bill  alleges  that  if  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  shall 
secure  the  intended  control  of  the  Osceola  Company  it  will 
be  able  to,  and  will,  control  the  Osceola  Company  in  its  own 
interests,  and  not  in  the  interests  of  complainant  and  other 
stockholders  similarly  situated;  that  the  officers  of  the  Os- 
ceola Company  will  have  no  independence  of  action  in  the 
management  of  that  company's  affairs;  and  that  thereby 
complainant  and  other  stockholders  will  suffer  great  loss 
and  damage.  As  before  said,  this  hearing  is  not  on  demurrer 
to  the  bUl.  The  paragraph  in  question  must  be  construed  in 
eonnection  with  the  other  paragraphs  of  the  bill  and  the 
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case  presented  upon  this  application.  The  bill  alleges  that 
the  complainant  is  director  and  ofScer  of  the  Osceola  Com- 
pany, and  defendant's  afiSdavits  allege  that  he  receives  a  sub- 
stantial salary.  It  is  alleged  that  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany proposes  to  oust  the  present  directors,  including  the 
complainant,  as  a  director  and  officer.  Complainant's  affi- 
davits tend  to  show  that  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  pro- 
poses to  revolutionize  the  method  of  operation  of  the  Osceola 
mine,  both  in  mining,  manufacturing,  and  selling,  and  in  the 
interuse  of  shafts,  drifts,  and  openings,  and  that  the  proposed 
methods,  if  applied,  will  injure  the  value  of  complainant's 
stock.  Surely  injuries  such  as  these  are  distinct  from  such 
as  would  be  suffered  by  the  general  public  through  the  crea- 
tion of  a  monopoly,  and  are  injurious  not  only  to  the  corpora- 
tion as  an  entity,  but  to  the  individual  stockholders.  More- 
over, under  the  anti-trust  laws,  if  an  unlawful  monopoly  is 
created,  the  Osceola  Company  would  be  subject  not  only  to 
fine,  but  to  forfeiture  of  franchises,  notwithstanding  the  mo- 
nopoly is  created  by  action  of  the  stockholders  rather  than  by 
corporate  action.  Clark  &  Marshall  on  Private  Corpora- 
tions, §  314  (R).  These  injuries  nkewise  are  distinct  from 
those  suffered  by  the  general  public.  If  the  injuries  referred 
to  shall  be  suffered  by  complainant,  they  are  properly  termed 
irreparable.  High  on  Injunctions  (4th  Ed.)  §  1227,  and 
cases  cited. 

5.  It  is  urged  that  the  case  made  by  complainant's  bill  and 
affidavits  is  fully  met  by  defendant's  answer  and  affidavits; 
that  it  is  clearly  shown  that  no  combination  in  restraint  of 
trade  is  actually  threatened,  or  is  possible;  that  this  suit  is  a 
mere  attempt  on  the  part  of  minority  stockholders  to  main- 
tain themselves  in  power;  that  complainant  and  his  asso- 
ciates are  shown  to  have  abused  their  trusts;  that  the  pro- 
posed action  sought  to  be  restrained  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  Osceola  Company  and  its  stockholders;  that  the  injunc- 
tion should  be  denied  for  these  reasons,  and  for  the  further 
reason  that  it  would  violate  the  fundamental  rule  which  for- 
bids the  disturbing,  by  injunction,  of  vested  ri«:hts  and  exist- 
ing status.  In  this  connection,  the  apparent  fact  that  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  bought  its  Osceola  stock  not 
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merely  for  investment,  but  for  the  purpose  of  intervening  in 
the  man[881]agement  of  the  affairs  of  a  competing  com- 
pany, is  worthy  of  consideration.  The  fact  that  the  answer 
completely  denies  the  equity  of  the  bill  does  not  require  a 
refusal  of  the  injunction,  nor  should  the  court  upon  this 
hearing,  and  from  affidavits,  determine  litigated  questions  of 
fact.  It  may  be  that  upon  the  final  hearing  it  must  be  held 
that  complainant's  case  is  completely  overthrown.  It  is  ap- 
parent,  however,  that  if  complainant  shall  sustain,  on  final 
hearing,  the  case  presented  by  his  hill,  he  is  entitled  to  relief, 
unless  it  shall  be  found  that  the  right  belongs  to  some  one 
other  than  complainant.  The  court  is  not  to  be  understood  as 
expressing  an  opinion  upon  the  merits.  It  is  sufficient  for 
the  purposes  of  this  hearing  that  the  court  be  convinced  that 
upon  the  pleadings  and  upon  the  evidence  a  case  is  presented 
which  makes  the  transaction  a  proper  subject  of  investigation 
in  a  court. of  equity;  or,  otherwise  stated,  that  complainant 
has  a  fair  question  to  raise  as  to  the  existence  of  such  right. 
It  is  in  this  view  that  the  testimony  favorable  to  complain- 
ant's case  has  been  so  fully  set  out.  The  court  cannot  say 
upon  this  application  that  complainant  may  not  prevail  upon 
final  hearing,  but  is  convinced  that  a  fair  question  is  raised 
as  to  the  existence  of  the  right  asserted,  and  that  opportunity 
should  be  given  for  a  final  decision  upon  the  difficult  ques- 
tions of  law  and  fact  involved.  Such  being  the  case,  the 
injunction  should  not  be  refused  unless  upon  the  balancing 
of  convenience  and  inconvenience,  to  the  one  party  or  the 
other,  an  injunction  appears  inexpedient. 

Upon  such  balancing,  the  considerations  in  favor  of  the  in- 
junction preponderate.  If  the  injunction  is  not  issued,  the 
office  of  this  suit  is  practically  ended.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
the  injunction  issues,  the  worst  that  can  happen  to  the  Calu- 
met &  Hecla  (Company  is  a  continuance,  imtil  final  hearing,  of 
the  present  management,  which,  although  unsatisfactory  to 
the  majority  of  the  stockholders  (including  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company)  is  not  shown  to  seriously  jeopardize  the  in- 
terests of  the  Osceola  Company  and  its  stockholders.  The 
rules  and  considerations  applicable  to  conditions  such  as  here 
presented  are  so  fully  stated  in  the  recent  case  of  Pere  Mar- 
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quette  Ry.  Co.  v.  Bradford  (C.  C.)  149  Fed.  492,  as  to  make 
unnecessary  further  citation  of  authorities  thereon.  The  con- 
sideration that  complainant  would  have  no  right  to  appeal 
from  an  order  refusing  an  injunction  is  properly  entitled  to 
weight.  Uarriman  v.  Northern  Securities  Co.  (C.  C.)  132 
Fed.  464.  Such  injunction  will  not  disturb  the  existing  status, 
which  is  not,  properly  speaking,  the  abstract  right  of  ma- 
jority stock  control,  but  rather  the  concrete  fact  of  the  present 
management  of  the  Osceola  (Company  as  distinguished  from 
a  management  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company.  The 
Osceola  stockholders  who  have  given  their  proxies  to  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  are  not  punished  by  the  issuing 
of  the  contemplated  injunction.  No  reason  is  suggested  why 
their  proxies  given  that  company  may  not  be  revoked. 

Upon  these  considerations,  the  issuing  of  temporary  injunc- 
tion in  substantially  the  terms  of  the  existing  restraining 
order,  which  would  operate  to  protect  all  interests  concerned, 
seems  both  proper  and  expedient. 

Temporary  injunction  will  issue  accordingly. 


[278]  AMERICAN  UNION  COAL  CO.  v.  PENNSYL- 

VANIA  RAILROAD  CO. 

(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  PennBylyanla.    February  7, 1908.) 

[150  Fed.  Rep.,  278.] 

Cabbiebs  —  Rates  —  Discbimination  —  Intebstate  Commebce  Act — 
Pleading. — Where  a  count  in  a  complaint  against  an  interstate  car- 
rier alleged  a  discrimination  in  rates  against  plaintiff,  in  that  de- 
fendant charged  plaintiff  the  full  tariff  rates  and  permitted  plain- 
tiff's competitors  by  a  device  to  transport  their  similar  iH*oduct8  at 
a  lower  rate,  it  stated  a  cause  of  action  for  violating  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  Act  Feb.  4. 1887,  c.  104,  §  2,  24  Stat.  379  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  8155],  prohibiting  discrimination,  and  was  therefore  not 
demurrable,  though  it  also  insufficiently  attempted  to  allege  a  com- 
bination or  conspiracy,  on  defendant's  part,  with  certain  other  rail- 
roads to  restrain  trade,  and  to  recover  treble  damages  under  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act,  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200.]  « 
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Same — Rkasonablknbss  of  Rates. — ^Where  an  Interstate  carrier 
charged  plaintiff  the  regular  posted  tariff  rates,  plaintiff  could  not 
maintain  an  action  at  law  either  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  Act  July 
2,  1890,  c.  647.  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200],  or  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act,  Act  Feb.  4,  1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat.  379 
[U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3154],  for  a  readjustment  of  such  rates  on 
tlie  ground  that  the  same  were  unreasonable  or  unlawful,  Its  remedy 
being  by  application  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  have 
the  schedule  of  tariffs  adjusted  on  a  reasonable  and  lawful  basis. 

/.  W.  M.  Newlin^  for  plaintiff. 

John  Hampton  Barnes^  for  defendant. 

[279]  ON    DEMURBER   TO   PLAINTIFf's   STATEMENT. 

Holland,  District  Judge. 

In  the  first  count  in  the  statement  the  plaintiff  has  a  good 
cause  of  action,  upon  the  facts  stated,  under  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  for  a  violation  of  the  second  section  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended,  for  discriminating 
against  plaintiff  in  charging  it  the  full  tariff  rates  and  per- 
mitting  its  competitors,  by  a  device,  to  transport  their  coal 
at  a  lower  rate.  The  plaintiff,  however,  alleges  a  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  with  certain 
other  railroads  to  restrain  trade,  which  combination,  etc., 
is  effected  by  charging  the  plaintiff  the  tariff  rates  and  charg- 
ing its  competitors  less  than  the  tariff  rates.  This  difference 
in  charge  per  ton  is  laid  as  the  damage  suffered  by  plaintiff, 
and  treble  the  amouril  is  claimed  under  the  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act,  Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  8.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  3200] ;  that  is  to  say :  The  first  count  attempts 
to  lay  a  cause  of  action  under  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  by 
alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  of  the  defendant  with 
other  railroads,  but  the  facts  averred  in  the  statement  do  not 
set  forth  a  combination  or  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade,  and 
the  damage  claimed  is  for  an  injury  for  which  damage  can 
be  collected  only  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  Act 
Feb.  4,  1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat.  379  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901. 
p.  8154],  to  wit,  by  unlawful  discrimination  against  plaintiff 
in  collecting  tariff  rates  from  it  and  by  rebates  and  other 
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devices  permit  its  competitors  to  transport  their  coal  for  less 
per  ton.  The  second  count  claims  treble  damages  under  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  for  an  ^'  excessive  and  unreasonable 
charge  "  of  55  cents  per  ton  for  certain  number  of  tons  of 
coal  transported  by  the  defendant  company  for  the  plaintiff 
at  tariff  rates.  The  third  count  is  a  claim  for  treble  damages 
under  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  for  a  charge  for  the 
transportation  of  plaintiff's  coal  over  the  defendant's  road  in 
excess  of  the  lawful  charge  for  the  carriage  of  said  coal,  the 
price  charged  being  the  amount  specified  in  the  defendant's 
tariff  of  rates  posted  and  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission. 

The  ground  of  demurrer  is  the  same  to  each  of  the  three 
counts,  to  wit,  that  there  are  no  averments  of  fact  in  any  of 
the  three  counts  showing  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  in  its 
business  or  property  within  the  provisions  of  the  Sherman 
Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890.  In  this  we  think  the  de- 
fendant is  right.  There  is  no  combination  and  conspiracy 
set  forth  in  the  first  count  which  would  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  treble  damages  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  but  there 
is  a  cause  of  action  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  and 
the  count  will  therefore  be  sustained  under  that  act,  and  the 
matter  therein  contained,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it 
within  the  terms  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  can  be  regarded  as 
surplusage. 

The  demurrer,  however,  is  sustained  as  to  the  second  and 
third  counts,  because  it  appears  from  the  facts  stated  in 
both  these  counts  that  the  amount  charged  by  the  defendant 
company  was  the  tariff  rates  of  the  defendant  company, 
which  they  had  posted  and  filed  with  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  as  required  by  law.  If  the  plaintiff  re- 
garded these  charges  ''  unreasonable,"  as  set  forth  in  the 
second  count,  or  "  unlawful,"  as  alleged  in  the  third  count, 
its  remedy  was  to  apply  [280]  to  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  and  have  the  schedule  of  tariffs  adjusted  on  a 
"  reasonable  "  and  "  lawful "  basis.  There  is  no  right  of 
action  either  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act  or  the  Interstate  Com- 
meroe  Act  for  a  readjustment  of  tariff  rates  filed  and  posted 
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other  than  through  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 
A  shipper  cannot  maintain  an  action  at  law  for  excessive 
and  unreasonable  freight  rates  exacted  on  interstate  ship- 
ments where  the  rates  charged  were  those  which  had  been 
duly  fixed  by  the  carrier  according  to  the  act  and  had  not 
been  found  to  be  unreasonable  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission.  Texas  <&  Pacific  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Abilene  C.  &  O 
Co.,  204  U.  S.  426,  27  Sup.  Ct.  350,  51  L.  Ed.  553 ;  Clement  v. 
Louisville  cfe  N.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  153  Fed.  979. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  demurrer  to  the  first  count  is 
overruled,  and  the  demurrer  to  the  second  and  third  counts 
in  the  statement  is  sustained. 

ON    DISCHARGING    RULE    FOR    AMENDMENT    TO    STATEMENT. 

It  is  true  the  proposed  amendment  follows  the  wording  of 
the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  and  the  language  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  case,  Loewe  v.  Lawlor  (decided  February  3, 
1908)  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  in  alleg- 
ing a  contract  and  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  but  the  facts  in  detail  set 
out  in  the  amendment,  instead  of  showing  a  contract  or 
combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade,  show  a  case  prohibited  by  the  commerce  act; 
whereas,  in  the  Loewe  v.  Lawlor  case,  supra,  the  facts  show 
a  clear  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade,  prohibited  by  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act.  The  alleged  acts  of  defendant  which  caused  the 
damage  are  those  condemned  by  the  commerce  act,  and  the 
case  cannot  be  brought  within  the  purview  of  the  Anti-Trust 
Act  by  using  the  language  of  the  latter  to  describe  a  cause  of 
injury  prohibited  by  the  former. 

In  sustaining  the  amendment,  it  was  held  the  first  count 
stated  a  good  cause  of  action  under  the  commerce  act  and 
regarded  the  statements  intended  to  bring  it  within  the  scope 
of  the  Anti -Trust  Act  as  surplusage.  This  amendment  would 
simply  restore  the  count  to  its  original  form.  Holding  still 
the  view  expressed  upon  the  demurrer,  the  rule  to  show  cause 
why  the  first  count  should  not  be  amended  is  discharged. 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  Yol  3 ^21 
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[86]    TRIBOLET  v.  UNITED  STATES. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Arizona.    March  27, 1008.) 

[95  Pacific  Reporter  86.] 

Monopolies — Combination  and  Restbaint  of  Tbade — Indictment. — 
An  Indictment  alleged  that  defendants  did  engage  In  a  combination 
in  form  of  trust,  and  entered  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce  as  follows:  That  defendant,  T.,  and  others,  were  en- 
gaged in  the  wholesale  and  retail  meat  business  in  competition  prior 
to  August  1,  1906,  and  that  thereafter  on  August  23d,  they  being 
engaged  in  a  combination  and  form  of  trust,  and  in  a  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  in  furtherance  thereof,  entered  into  a  con- 
tract and  formed  defendant  corporation,  to  which  they  transferred 
the  business  of  each  of  them,  agreeing  not  to  again  engage  in  the 
meat  business  In  the  city  of  Phceniz;  that  the  combination  and 
conspiracy  was  formed  to  carry  out  restrictions  in  trade  and  com- 
merce, and  to  increase  the  price  and  prevent  competition  in  the 
sale  of  fresh  meats  in  such  city,  etc.  Held^  that  the  indictment  did 
not  charge  defendants  with  making  a  contract  which  was  in  Itself 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce,  but  that  the  contract  was 
alleged  only  as  one  of  the  steps  [86]  by  which  the  "combination 
or  conspiracy  *'  was  brought  about,  and  as  an  overt  act  in  further- 
ance thereof." 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies^ 
%  20.] 

Indictment — Duplicity — "  Combination  *'  ob  "Conspibact." 

Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  (Act  July  2,  1800,  c.  647,  §  3,  26  Stat 
209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3201])  declares  that  every  contract, 
combination,  and  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  and  conspiracy  In  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  territory  of  the  United  States, 
or  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  between  any  such  territory  and 
another,  etc.,  are  declared  illegal,  and  that  every  person  who  shall 
make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  "combination  or 
conspiracy  '*  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  Held^  that 
the  words  "  combination  or  conspiracy  "  as  so  used  were  synony- 
mous, and  hence  an  Indictment  alleging  that  defendants  entered 
into  a  "  combination  or  conspiracy  "  in  restraint  of  trade  was  not 
duplicitous  as  alleging  two  distinct  offenses. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  2. 
pp.  1275,  1454-1461 ;  vol.  8,  p.  7613.] 

Monopolies — Sta-httes — Scope  of  Pboribition. 

Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  §  3,  26  Stat 
209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3201]),  prohibiting  combinations  or 
conspiracies  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  territory  of 
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the  United  States,  was  not  limited  to  combinations  and  conspiracies 
which  operated  in  restraint  of  the  trade  of  substantially  an  entire 
territory,  bnt  applied  as  well  to  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  a  single  city  in  a  territory. 

Indictment — Defects  or  Form — Statutory  Offenses. 

Where  an  indictment  for  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade  in  violation  of  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  (Act  July  2,  1890, 
c  647,  I  3,  28  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Ck>mp.  St  1901,  p.  3201])  was  uncer- 
tain as  to  some  of  its  all^ations,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  offense 
was  first  charged  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  and  the  purposes 
and  objects  of  the  conspiracy  were  not  fully  stated  until  after  the 
overt  acts  were  described,  the  defect  was  one  of  form,  and  not  of 
SQbstance,  not  prejudicial  to  defendant,  and  therefore  immaterial 
under  U.  S.  Rev.  St  S  1025  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  720),  providing 
tbat  no  indictment  shall  be  quashed  for  a  non-prejudicial  defect  of 
form. 

[Bd.  Note. — For  cases  in  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  voL  27,  Indictment 
and  Information,  SS  486,  487.] 

MotvoPouES — Indictment — Object. 

The  object  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
being  unlawful  both  at  common  law  and  by  statute,  an  indictment 
therefor  was  not  objectionable  for  failure  to  allege  the  means  by 
which  the  combination  or  conspiracy  was  to  be  aocompllBhed« 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  in  i)oint,  see  Cent.  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopolies, 
I  20.] 

Samb — Combination  in  Restbaint  of  Tbade — Cobfobations — Liabil- 
iisr  or  Okticbbs. 

Where  defendant  and  H.  altered  into  a  c<Hnbination  and  consptr- 
acy  in  restraint  of  trade  to  control  the  meat  business  tn  Phceniz, 
Ariz.,  and  for  this  purpose  organized  a  corporation,  the  fact  that 
defendant  acted  merely  as  an  officer  and  stockholder  in  such  corpora- 
tion, and  that  the  corporation  was  held  not  guilty,  did  not  prevent 
defendant's  conviction  for  violating  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law 
(Act  July  2,  1880,  c.  647,  S  3,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1001,  p. 
3201]),.  prohibiting  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
trade. 

Appeal  from  District  Court,  Third  District;  before  Jus- 
tice Edward  Kent. 

S.  J.  Tribolet  was  convicted  of  violating  the  Sherman 
antitrust  law,  and  he  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Thomaa  Armstrong^  Jr.j  and  G.  P.  BuUardy  for  appellant. 
/.  L.  B.  Alewander^  U.  S.  Atty.,  and  George  D.  ChrUty^  Asst. 
IT.  S.  Atty. 
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Campbell,  Judge. 

P.  T.  Hurley,  S.  J-  Tribolet,  and  the  PhoBnix  Wholesale 
Meat  &  Produce  Company,  a  corporation,  were  indicted  for 
a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress approved  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  3201),  commonly  known  as  the  **  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Law,"  which  reads:  "Every  contract,  combination  in 
form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  in  any  territory  of  the  United  States  or  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  or  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce between  any  such  territory  and  another  *  *  *  is 
hereby  declared  illegal.  Every  person  who  shall  make  any 
such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combination  or  conspir- 
acy shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  ♦  ♦  ♦ " 
Upon  the  trial  Hurley  testified  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  and  was  given  immunity ;  the  indictment  against  him, 
upon  motion  of  the  Government,  being  dismissed.  In  sub- 
mitting the  case  to  the  jury  the  trial  court  directed  that 
a  verdict  of  not  guilty  be  returned  in  favor  of  the  Phoenix 
Wholesale  Meat  &  Produce  Company,  a  corporation,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  testimony  warranting  its  convic- 
tion. The  jury  found  the  defendant,  S.  J.  Tribolet,  guilty, 
and  from  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  verdict,  and  from 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant  a  new  trial,  he  brings  this 
appeal. 

The  indictment  charges  that  the  defendants,  "  on  or  about 
the  1st  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1906,  and  within  the 
said  third  judicial  district  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona,  and 
within  the  county  of  Maricopa  in  said  territory  of  Arizona, 
did  then  and  there  unlawfully,  willfully,  and  knowingly 
engage  in  a  combination  in  form  of  trust  and  into  a  conspir- 
acy each  with  the  other  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
in  the  city  of  Phoenix,  in  the  county  of  Maricopa,  and  within 
said  third  judicial  district  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona,  in 
the  manner  following:  That  on  and  prior  to  the  1st  day  of 
August,  1906,  P.  T.  Hurley  and  J.  C.  Hurley,  under  the  firm 
name  of  P.  T.  Hurley,  S.  J.  Tribolet,  A.  Weiler,  and  the  Co- 
operative Meat  Company,  were  engaged  in  the  business  of 
slaughtering  beef  cattle,  sheep,  goats,  and  swine,  and  selling 
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at  retail  and  wholesale  the  fresh  meats  thereof  in  said  city  of 
Phoenix,  and  were  each  of  them  then  and  there  engaged  in 
said  business  in  open  and  free  competition  with  the  others; 
that  thereafter,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  23d  day  of  August, 
1906,  the  said  P.  T.  Hurley  and  J.  C.  Hurley,  under  the  firm 
name  of  [87]  P.  T.  Hurley,  and  the  said  S.  J.  Tribolet, 
being  then  and  there  engaged  in  a  combination  in  form  of 
trust  and  in  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce, 
and  in  furtherance  of  said  combination  and  said  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce."  Then  follow  allega- 
tions that  the  defendants  Hurley  and  Tribolet  obtained  con- 
trol and  possession  of  the  Co-operative  Meat  Company  and 
discontinued  its  business;  that  they,  in  further  pursuance 
of  the  combination  and  conspiracy,  organized  the  defendant 
corporation  and  transferred  to  it  the  business  theretofore 
conducted  by  each  of  them,  receiving  in  exchange  the  capital 
stock  of  the  corporation,  and  that  they  became  the  directors 
and  o£Scers  of  the  corporation,  and  as  such  conducted  its 
affairs;  that  all  of  the  defendants,  in  furtherance  of  the 
combination  and  conspiracy,  thereupon  purchased  the  busi- 
ness of  Weiler,  and  caused  it  to  be  transferred  to  the  cor- 
poration, and  caused  Weiler  to  execute  a  contract  with  the 
corporation  whereby  he  agreed  not  to  again  engage  in  the 
business  of  slaiightering  fresh  meats  in  the  city  of  Phoenix. 
The  combination  and  conspiracy  is  then  described  as  having 
been  "  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  restrictions  in 
trade  and  commerce  in,  increasing  the  price  and  preventing 
competition  in  the  sale  of  certain  commodities  intended  for 
sale  and  consumption  in,  the  city  of  Phoenix,  in  the  county 
of  Maricopa,  territory  of  Arizona,  to  wit,  fresh  beef,  fredi 
mutton,  fresh  goat,  and  fresh  pork,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
unlawfully  fixing  and  maintaining  uniform  and  graduated 
figures  for  the  sale  of  said  fresh  meats  in  said  city  of  Phoenix 
that  the  price  thereof  might  be  increased  " ;  and  then  it  is 
alleged  that  in  further  pursuance  of  said  combination  prices 
of  meats  were  arbitrarily  increased  20  per  cent,  to  purchasers 
by  wholesale  and  40  per  cent  to  purchasers  by  retail.  A  de- 
murrer was  interposed  and  overruled,  and  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  that  respect  is  assigned  as  error. 
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It  is  daimed  that,  if  any  offense  is  pleaded,  the  indictment 
IB  bad  for  duplicity,  for  that  three  separate  and  distinct  of- 
fcnses  are  alleged  in  the  single  count  of  iiie  intUctment, 
namely:  (1)  The  making  of  a  contract  in  restraint  of  tmde 
and  commerce;  (2)  a  combination  in  form  of  trust  in  Te- 
straint  of  trade  and  commerce;  (3)  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  commerce,  and  that  the  statute  denounces 
each  of  them  as  a  separate  and  distinct  offense.    As  we  view 
the  indictment,  it  does  not  charge  the  defendants  witii  the 
making  of  a  contract  which  in  itself  was  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commenrce.    It  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
effect  a  combination  or  conspiracy  without  a  contract  or 
agreement.    We  construe  the  indictment  as  alleging  the  con- 
tract to  have  been  made  as  one  of  the  steps  by  which  the  com- 
bination was  brought  about,  and  as  an  overt  act  in  further- 
ance of  the  conspiracy.    The  indictment  does,  however,  di- 
rectly charge  a  combination  and  conspiracy.    It  appears  to 
be  appellant's  contention  that  Congress  means  to  punish 
as  conspirators  those  who  engage  to  do  those  things  which 
are  unlawfully  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  though  in 
fact  no  restraint  is  accomplished,  and  also  to  denounce  a  com- 
bination which  actually  results  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce and  punish  those  who  engage  in  it.    The  meaning  of 
these  terms  as  used  in  this  section,  which  are  precisely  those 
used  in  the  'first  section  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  interstate 
commerce,  have  been  commented  upon  by  different  courts,  but 
the  difference  between  a  combination  and  a  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  if  any  exists,  has  not  authoritatively  been 
pointed  out.    By  some  the  words  as  used  here  seem  to  be 
regarded  as  synonymous.    Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  in  his  dis- 
senting opinion  in  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United 
States,  193  XJ.  S.  197,  in  discussing  the  act,  says,  at  page  408, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  at  page  469  (48  L.  Ed.  679) : "  The  words  hit 
two  classes  of  cases,  and  only  two — contracts  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  combinations  or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade." 
The  bill  of  the  government  in  that  case  refers  throughout  to 
the  acts  of  the  defendants  as  constituting  an  "  unlawful  com- 
bination or  conspiracy."    The  majority  opinion  also  fre- 
quently refers  to  the  defendants  as  having  engaged  in  a 
"  combination  or  conspiracy,"  and  quotes  with  approval  from 
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the  case  of  Morris  Bun  Coal  Company  v.  Barclay  Coal  Com- 
pany, 68  Pa.  173,  8  Am.  Rep.  159,  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Pennsylvania  says,  in  referring  to  a  combination  in 
violation  of  a  state  statute :  '^  In  all  such  combinations  where 
the  purpose  is  injurious  and  unlawful  the  gist  of  the  offense 
is  the  conspiracy."  In  Bioe  v.  Standard  Oil  Company  (C. 
C.)  134  Fed.  464,  Judge  Lanning  quotes  the  words  of  Mr. 
Justice  Holmes,  and  says :  ''  In  one  count  there  may  be  a 
charge  of  ah  unlawful  contract,  and  in  another  a  charge  of 
an  unlawful  combination  or  conq)iracy ;  but  the  two  unlawful 
things  cannot  be  declared  upon  as  synonymous  terms,  and 
charged  in  a  single  count."  See,  also,  Chicago  W.  cfe  F.  Coal 
Co.  V.  People,  214  111.  444,  73  N.  E.  770.  But  whether  the 
words  have  the  same  meaning,  or  whether  they  describe  two 
offenses,  they  both  have  reference  to  the  same  object  sought  to 
be  accomplished  by  the  statute,  to  wit,  the  prevention  of 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce.  In  Crain  v.  United  States, 
162  U.  S.  625, 16  Sup.  Ct.  952, 40  L.  Ed.  1097,  the  indictment 
was  drawn  to  charge  an  offense  under  section  5421,  Bev.  St. 
(U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3667),  and  alleged  the  doing  of 
several  different  acts,  and  the  causing  to  be  done  of  the  same 
acts,  all  of  which  acts  and  the  causing  to  be  done  of  such  acts 
were  prohibited  by  the  statute.  In  discussing  the  indict- 
ment the  Supreme  Court  says :  ^'  Undoubtedly  the  section  of 
the  revised  statutes  under  which  the  [88]  indictment  was 
framed  embraces  several  distinct  acts,  the  doing  of  either  of 
which  is  punishable.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  second  count  charged  in 
substance,  not  only  that  the  defendant  did  things  and  each  of 
them,  the  doing  of  which  or  either  of  which  the  statute  pro- 
hibited, but  also  that  he  caused  the  doing  of  such  things  and 
each  of  them.  Was  the  count,  thus  drawn,  so  defective  as  to 
require  that  judgment  upon  it  be  arrested?  ♦  ♦  ♦  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  objection  to  the  second  count  upon 
the  ground  of  duplicity  was  properly  overruled.  The  evil 
that  Congress  intended  to  reach  was  the  obtaining  of  money 
from  the  United  States  by  means  of  fraudulent  deeds,  powers 
of  attorney,  orders,  certificates,  receipts,  or  other  writings. 
The  statute  was  directed  against  certain  defined  modes  for 
accomplishing  a  general  object,  and  declared  that  the  doing  of 
either  one  of  several  specified  things,  each  having  reference 
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to  that  object,  should  be  punished  by  imprisonment  at  hard 
labor  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  five  years  nor  more  than 
ten  years,  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  five  years, 
and  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $1,000.  We  perceive  no  sound 
reason  why  the  doing  of  the  prohibited  thing  in  each  and  all 
of  the  prohibited  modes  may  not  be  charged  in  one  count  so 
that  there  may  be  a  verdict  of  guilty  upon  proof  that  the 
accused  had  done  any  one  of  the  things  constituting  a  sub- 
stantive crime  under  the  statute.  And  this  is  a  view  alto- 
gether favorable  to  an  accused  who  pleads  not  guilty  to  the 
charge  contained  in  a  single  count;  for  a  judgment  on  a 
general  verdict  of  guilty  upon  that  count  will  be  a  bar  to 
any  further  prosecution  in  respect  of  any  of  the  matters  em- 
braced by  it"  In  enacting  the  statute  under  consideration 
the  general  purpose  of  Congress  was  to  prevent  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce.  It  is  directed  against  certain  defined 
modes  of  accomplishing  that  general  object,  and  declares  that 
the  engaging  in  either  of  those  modes,  each  having  reference 
to  that  object,  shall  be  punished.  We  think  this  indictment 
comes  squarely  within  the  rule  as  above  announced  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  that  this  objection  to  it  is  not  well  taken. 

It  is  next  urged  by  the  appellant  that  the  indictment  does 
not  charge  any  violation  of  the  law,  for  the  reason  that  it 
charges  an  engaging  in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the  city  of  Phoenix,  and 
not  in  or  throughout  the  territory;  that  the  act  prohibits 
only  those  combinations  and  conspiracies  which  affect  sub- 
stantially the  trade  or  commerce  of  the  entire  territory,  and 
not  those  in  restraint  of  the  trade  or  commerce  of  a  particu- 
lar community.  We  think  the  construction  contended  for 
entirely  too  narrow.  It  might  as  justly  be  claimed  that  the 
language  of  the  first  section  making  illegal  such  combinations 
or  conspiracies  ^^  in  restraint  of  trade  among  the  several  states 
or  with  foreign  nations "  applies  only  to  those  combinations 
which  directly  affect  trade  and  commerce  among  all  the 
states,  or  with  all  the  foreign  nations. 

Ap[>ellant  further  contends  that  the  indictment  is  insu£S- 
cient  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  direct  and  certain,  and 
charges  a  combination  or  conspiracy  only  in  the  language  of 
the  statute  without  stating  the  objects,  purposes,  and  ends  to 


TBIBOIiBT  V.  UNITED  STATB8.  823 

Opinion  of  tbe  Court 

be  achieved.  We  think  the  indictment  open  to  criticism  as  to 
not  being  direct  and  certain  as  to  some  of  its  allegations.  The 
confusion  arises  from  the  pleader  first  charging  the  offense  in 
the  language  of  the  statute,  and  not  fully  stating  its  purposes 
and  objects  until  after  the  overt  acts  are  described.  The 
defect,  however,  is  one  of  form  rather  than  one  of  substance, 
and  does  not  tend  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant.  There- 
fore the  indictment  is  not  invalid.  Section  1025,  Bev.  St. 
(U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  720). 

It  is  further  claimed  that  the  indictment  should  allege  the 
means  by  which  the  combination  or  conspiracy  was  to  be 
accomplished;  but  this  we  regard  as  unnecessary,  since  the 
object  to  be  attained  by  the  combination  or  conspiracy  in 
itself  is  unlawful  both  at  common  law  and  by  statute.  See 
authorities  collected  in  8  Cyc.  p.  667. 

The  refusal  of  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as 
to  appellant  is  assigned  as  error.  His  argument  in  support  of 
this  assignment,  if  we  apprehend  it  correctly,  is  not  that  the 
evidence  does  not  disclose  that  he  engaged  in  the  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  with  the  defendant  Hurley,  but  since  his 
acts  centered  in  and  about  the  corporation,  and  he  simply 
acted  as  its  officer  and  stockholder,  he  could  not  be  guilty  and 
the  corporation  innocent  The  corporation  was  the  instru- 
ment by  and  through  which  tiie  combination  of  those  who 
promoted  it  became  effective,  and,  had  there  been  a  verdict  of 
guilty  against  it,  we  should  have  been  disposed  to  hold  it  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence,  for  the  same  reasons  given  by  the 
Supreme  Court  for  holding  that  'Uhe  Securities  Company 
made  itself  a  party  to  a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce  that  antedated  its  organization,  as  soon  as  it  came 
into  existence,  doing  so,  of  course,  under  the  direction  of  the 
very  individuals  who  promoted  if  Northern  Securities 
dympany  v.  U.  8,^  supra. 

There  was  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  arriv- 
ing at  the  verdict  which  they  returned,  and  we  will  not  dis- 
turb it,  even  though  the  trial  court  may  have  erred  in  direct- 
ing a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  the  defendant  corporation. 

The  refusal  of  the  court  to  give  two  certain  instructions 
requested  by  appellant  is  assigned  as  error.  The  legal  propo- 
sition involved  in  one  is  disposed  of  by  what  we  have  hereto- 
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fore  said,  and  the  other  was  given  in  substance  in  the  general 
charge  of  the  court. 

No  error  appearing,  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  is 
affirmed. 

Sloan,  Doan,  and  Nave,  Justices,  concur. 
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(Certiorari  to  the  Clrcalt  Ck)art  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit.) 

[208  U.  8.  274.] 
No.  8S0.    Argued  December  4,  6,  1907.— Decided  February  8, 1908. 

After  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  has  certified  questions  to  this  court 
and  this  court  has  Issued  Its  writ  of  certiorari  requiring  the  whole 
record  to  be  sent  up,  It  devolves  upon  this  court  under  i  6  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  of  1891,  to  decide  the  whole  matter  in  controversy 
In  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  brought  here  for  review  by 
writ  of  error  or  appeal.* 

The  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  26  Stat.  209,  has  a  broader  appli- 
cation than  the  prohibition  of  restraints  of  trade  unlawful  at  com- 
mon law.  [275]  It  prohibits  any  combination  which  essentially 
obstructs  the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the  States,  or  re- 
stricts, in  that  regard,  the  liberty  of  a  trader  to  engage  in  business; 
and  this  includes  restraints  of  trade  aimed  at  compelling  third 
parties  and  strangers  involuntarily  not  to  engrage  in  the  course  of 
Interstate  trade  except  on  conditions  that  the  combination  Imposes. 

A  combination  may  be  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  witliin  the 
meaning  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  although  the  persons  exercising  the 
restraint  may  hot  themselves  be  engaged  in  intrastate  trade,  and 
some  of  the  means  employed  may  be  acts  within  a  State  and  indi- 
vidually beyond  the  scope  of  Federal  authority,  and  operate  to 
destroy  intrastate  trade  as  Interstate  trade,  but  the  acts  must  be 
considered  as  a  whole,  and  if  the  purposes  are  to  prevent  Interstate 
transportation  the  plan  is  open  to  condemnation  under  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act  of  July  2, 1890.     8wift  v.  United  8tate9, 196  U.  S.  375. 

The  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1800,  makes  no  distinction  between 
classes.  Organizations  of  farmers  and  laborers  were  not  exempted 
from  its  operation,  notwithstanding  the  efforts  which  the  records  of 
Congress  show  were  made  in  that  direction. 

«For  other  opinions,  see  (130  Fed.  Rep.  633)  vol.  2,  p.  583;  (142 
Fed.  Rep.  216)  vol.  2,  p.  854;  (148  Fed.  Rep.  924),  ante,  p.  41;  (187 
Fed.  Rep.  522) ;  vol.  4,  p.  264. 

*  Syllabus  and  stat^nents  of  arguments  copyrighted,  1908,  by  the 
Banks  Law  Publishing  (30. 
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▲  eombinatlon  of  labor  organizations  and  the  members  tlieraof,  to 
compel  M,  manofacturer  whose  goods  are  almost  entirely  sold  in 
other  States,  to  unionise  his  shops  and  on  his  refusal  so  to  do  to 
boycott  his  goods  and  prevent  their  sale  in  States  other  than  his 
own  until  such  time  as  the  resulting  damage  forces  him  to  comply 
with  tketr  dtfnands,  is,  under  the  conditions  of  this  case,  a  com- 
bination In  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Aiiti*Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1690,  and  the  manu- 
facturer may  maintain  an  action  for  threefold  damages  under  S  7 
of  that  act 

[62  L.  ed.  488.]« 

Any  combination  whatever  to  secure  action  which  essentially  obstructs 
the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the  States,  or  restricts,  in  that 
Teganl,  the  Uberty  of  a  trader  to  engage  in  business,  is  within  the 
inhibltlQD  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2, 1890  (26  Stat,  at  L.  209, 
chap.  647,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  3260),  against  combinations 
**  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States.*' 

A  combination  by  members  of  labor  organizations  to  destroy  an  exist- 
ing Interstate  traffic  in  hats  by  preventing  the  manufacturers, 
tfarcmg^  the  instrumentality  of  a  boycott,  from  manufacturing  hats 
InleBded  tar  transportation  beyond  the  State,  and  to  prevent  their 
vendees  In  other  States  from  reselling  the  hats  so  transported,  and 
from  further  negotiating  with  the  manufacturers  for  the  purchase 
and  transportation  of  such  hats  from  the  place  of  manufacture  to 
the  various  places  of  destination,  is  a  combination  "  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States,*'  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  the  members  of  which  are 
liable  for  the  threefold  damages  which,  under  §  7  of  that  act,  may 
be  recovered  by  those  injured  in  business  or  property  by  violations 
of  the  act,  although  a  negligible  amount  of  intrastate  business  may 
l>e  affected  in  carrying  out  the  combination,  and  although  the  mem- 
bers of  the  combinations  are  not  themselves  engaged  in  Interstate 
commerce. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J  antes  M.Beck  and  Mr.  Daniel  Davenport  for  plaintiffs 
in  error: 

The  complaint  must  be  considered  as  an  entirety.  A  com- 
bination so  great  in  scope,  and  complex  in  its  operations 
necessarily  contains  elements,  which  in  and  by  themselves 
are  either  innocent  or  beyond  Federal  jurisdiction.  The 
complaint  must  stand,  if,  as  a  whole^  it  substantially  sets 
forth  a  combination,  whose  purpose  and  effect  is  to  restrain 
inter^ate  trade.    It  is  impossible  for  the  plaintiffs  to  set 

*  Baragraphs  following  copyrighted,  1908,  by  Lawyers  Co-Operative 
Pub.  Co. 
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forth  all  the  defendants'  secret  operations  with  definiteness 
and  particularity.    Swift  v.  United  States^  196  U.  S.  375. 

The  Anti-Trust  Act  is  not  limited  to  restraints  of  inter- 
state [276]  trade  or  commerce  that  are  unreasonable  in  their 
nature,  but  embraces  all  direct  restraints  imposed  by  any 
combination,  conspiracy  or  monopoly  upon  such  trade  or 
commerce.  Northern  Securities  case^  193  U.  S.  197, 831.  The 
burden  is  on  whoever  seeks  to  read  for  their  own  benefit  an 
exception  into  this  sweeping  and  all-comprehensive  language. 

It  matterMiot  that  the  defendants  were  members  of  labor 
unions  and  were  not  themselves  engaged  in  carrying  on  any 
form  of  interstate  trade;  nor  that  their  operations  also  em- 
braced restraint  of  trade  within  a  State;  nor  that  they  did 
not,  in  addition  to  the  other  steps  taken  by  them  to  effect 
their  purpose,  resort  to  the  actual  seizure  of  the  plaintiffs' 
hats  while  in  transit  or  otherwise  physically  obstruct  trans- 
portation; nor  that  they  combined  to  restrain  and  destroy 
the  plaintiffs'  interstate  trade  as  a  means  to  compel  them  to 
"unionize"  their  factory,  as  a  step  in  their  broader  con- 
spiracy to  force  all  hat  manufacturers  to  do  so;  these  cir- 
cumstances were  urged  upon  the  trial  court  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  it  erroneously  attached  some  importance  to  them 
in  reaching  its  conclusion. 

Congress  has  power  to  declare  and  has  declared,  that  all 
interstate  trade  shall  be  absohitely  free  from  all  direct 
restriction  through  combinations,  and  every  such  combina- 
tion stands  condemned  in  the  express  terms  of  the  statute. 
A  combination  to  restrain  and  prevent  the  plaintiffs  from 
selling  and  disposing  of  their  product  to  customers  in  other 
States  and  to  restrain  and  prevent  such  customers  in  other 
States  from  buying  them,  is  a  combination  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  as  much  as  a  combination  to  prevent  by 
physical  violence  their  transportation  from  State  to  State. 
It  does  not  matter  that  it  also  embraces  trade  wholly  within 
a  State.  Indeed,  if  the  destruction  of  trade  within  a  State 
is  the  means  resorted  to,  to  prevent  the  customers  in  that 
State  from  buying  from  the  manufacturer  or  dealer  in  an- 
other State,  it  is  prohibited  by  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law. 

Liability  under  the  anti-trust  law  does  not  depend  upon 
any  physical  obstruction  of  interstate  transportation.    Com- 
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[277]  merce  is  something  more  than  mere  transportation. 
It  also  consists  in  traffic  and  in  that  even  larger  field  of 
interstate  communication  to  which  Marshall  gave  the  all- 
embracing  term  of  commercial  ^^  intercourse." 

The  field  of  interstate  commerce  includes  all  essential  acts 
antecedent  to  physical  transportation  and  subsequent  thereto, 
where  necessary  to  preserve  the  free  flow  of  such  commerce. 
Sicift  <&  Co.  V.  United  States^  196  U.  S.  876. 

It  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  Federal  power  does  not 
end  with  the  mere  physical  delivery  of  the  article  trans- 
ported in  the  State  of  destination.  The  Federal  power  is 
coextensive  with  the  subject  on  which  it  acts  and  cannot  be 
stopped  at  the  external  boundary  of  the  State,  but  must 
enter  the  interior  and  must  be  capable  of  authorizing  the 
disposition  of  those  article  which  it  introduces,  so  that  they 
may  become  mingled  with  the  common  mass  of  property 
within  the  territory  entered.  Leisy  v.  Hardin^  185  U.  S.  100. 
See  also  Rohhina  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  District^  120 
U.  S.  489. 

In  Addyston  Pipe  Co.  v.  United  States^  175  U.  S.  211,  an 
agreement  which,  prior  to  any  act  of  transportation,  limited 
the  prices  at  which  pipe  could  be  sold  after  transportation, 
was  held  by  this  court  to  be  a  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust 
Act.  In  Chattanooga  Foundry  Co.  v.  City  of  Atlanta^  203 
U.  S.  390,  this  court  sustained  a  recovery  under  §  7  of  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  in  a  suit  growing  out  of  the  com- 
bination which  was  declared  invalid  in  the  Addyston  Pipe 
case  (supra). 

The  court  clearly  recognized  that  to  prevent  a  dealer  from 
making  any  sale  to  a  customer  in  another  State,  and  therefore 
preventing  altogether  the  possible  transportation  of  the  mer- 
chandise, was  as  much  within  the  law  as  to  enhance  the  price  of 
a  commodity  which  had  actually  been  purchased  and  shipped. 

Similarly  in  the  case  at  bar  the  avowed  object  and  neces- 
sary result  of  the  labor  combinations  was  to  prevent  alto- 
gether purchases  from  the  plaintiffs  by  theirs  customers  in 
otJier  States.  The  total  prevention  of  interstate  sales,  where- 
by no  act  of  interstate  transportation  takes  place,  as  is  much 
within  the  statute  [278]  as  a  physical  restraint  of  transpor- 
tation when  it  actually  commences. 
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In  the  case  of  Montague  v.  Lowry^  1^  U.  S.  88,  this  held 
that  an  obstruction  to  the  purchase  of  tiles^  a  fiact  anteeedent 
to  physical  transportation,  was  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law. 

Under  the  pleadings  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  oourt  must 
conclude  that  there  was  an  existing  interstate  traffic  between 
the  plaintiff  and  citizens  of  other  States  and  that  for  the 
direct  purpose  of  destroying  such  interstate  traffic  tiie  de- 
fendants combined  not  merely  to  prevent  him  from  manu- 
facturing articles  then  and  there  intended  for  transportation 
beyond  tlie  State,  but  also  to  prevent  the  vendees  from  either 
reselling  the  hats,  which  they  had  imported  from  Connect- 
icut, or  from  further  negotiating  with  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
purchase  and  incidental  transportation  of  such  hats  from 
Connecticut  to  the  various  places  of  destination.  It  is  \m% 
that  some  of  the  means  whereby  the  interstate  traffic  was  to 
be  destroyed,  were,  when  detached,  acts  within  a  State  and 
that  some  of  them  were  in  themselves  and  apart  from  their 
obvious  purpose  and  necessary  effect,  acts  beyond  the  scope 
of  Federal  authority.  The  acts  must  be  considered  as  a 
whole  and  defendants'  contention  in  this  case,  that  because 
the  means,  which  they  adopted  to  destroy  the  plaintiffs' 
interstate  traffic,  operated  at  one  end  before  physical  trans- 
portation commenced  and  at  the  other  end  after  physical 
transportation  ended,  is  wholly  unimportant,  if  the  pur- 
poses of  the  combination  were  to  prevent  any  interstate 
transportation  at  all. 

Defendants'  claim  is  not  supported  by  the  Stockyards 
cases  {Hopkins  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S.  587,  and  Ander- 
son V.  United  States^  171  U.  S.  604) . 

In  those  cases  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  purpose  to 
obstruct  or  restrain  interstate  commerce,  that  the  combina- 
tion related  to  purely  local  business. 

The  combination  as  an  unreasonable  one  and  criminal  at 
common  law  falls  under  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Brewer 
in  [279]  the  Northern  Securities  caee^  which  possibly  fcre- 
shadows  a  ruling  by  this  court  that  the  statute  extends  only 
to  those  cases  in  which  the  restraint  is  unreasonable,  or 
unlawful  at  common  law.  American  and  English  Decisions 
in  Equity,  Vol.  7,  page  562 ;  Martin  v.  McFall^  56  Atl.  Rep. 
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%465;  CaUan  v.  Wihon,  12T  U.  S.  540;  AHhur  v.  Oakes,  68 
Fed.  Bep.  310. 

To  the  same  effect  are  Toledo  A.  A.  d&  N.  M.  B.  Co.  v. 
Penn,  Co.j  54  Fed.  Rep.  730,  per  Taft,  J.,  and  the  following 
cases:  Purington  v.  Hinchclif^  219  Illinois,  159, 167;  Chicago 
W.  dk  F.  Coal  Co.  v.  People^  214  Illinois,  421 ;  Doremvs  v, 
Hennessy^  176  Illinois,  608;  State  v.  Donaldson^  3  Vroom, 
151;  State  v.  Stewart^  59  Vermont,  293;  Sherry  v.  Perkins^ 
147  Massachusetts,  212;  Crump  v.  Com.^  84  Virginia,  927; 
Erdtnan  v.  Mitchell,  207  Pa.  St.  79;  Gatzow  v.  Bruening, 
106  Wisconsin,  1;  C^Zrf  Dominion  S.  S.  Co,  v.  McKenna,  30 
Fed.  Rep.  48;  ^«^  v.  Rowlands,  17  A.  and  E.  (N.  S.)  671, 
685;  Loewe  v.  Calif omia  State  Federation  of  Labor,  139 
Fed.  Rep.  71. 

M^nbers  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy  under  the  anti- 
trust law  are  not  exempt  because  they  are  not  engaged  in 
interstate  transportation. 

They  contend  that  the  Sherman  law  is  inapplicable  be- 
cause the  defendants  are  not  themselves  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce. 

Congress  did  not  provide  that  one  class  in  the  community 
could  combine  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  another  class 
could  not.  It  had  no  respect  for  persons.  It  made  no  dis- 
tinction between  classes.  It  provided  that  "  every  "  contract, 
combination  or  conspiracy  in' restraint  of  trade  was  illegal. 

The  legislative  history  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law 
clearly  shows  that  its  applicability  to  combinations  of  labor 
as  well  as  of  capital  was  not  an  oversight 

After  the  Sherman  law  was  enacted  bills  were  introduced 
in  the  52d  Congress,  H.  R.  6,640,  §  1 ;  55th  Congress,  Senate 
1,546,  §  8 ;  HL  R.  10,539,  §  7 ;  56th  Congress,  H.  R.  11,667, 
§  7 ;  57th  Congress,  S.,  649,  §  7 ;  H.  R.  14,947,  §  7,  to  amend 
the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  so  that  it  would  be  inapplicable 
to  labor  [280]  organizations,  and  while  one  of  these  (H.  R. 
10,539,  §  7)  passed  the  House  in  the  56th  Congress,  none  ever 
became  a  law. 

Congress,  therefore,  has  refused  to  exempt  labor  unions 
from  the  comprehensive  provisions  of  the  Sherman  law 
against  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  this  refusal 
is  the  more  significant,  as  it  followed  the  recognition  by  the 
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courts  that  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  applied  to  laboiC 
organizations.  United  States  v.  Warkingmen^s  Amalgamated 
CouncUj  54  Fed.  Rep.  994 ;  Waterhoiue  v.  Comer ^  66  Fed.  Rep. 
149;  United  Statss  v.  Elliott^  62  Fed.  Rep.  801;  Thomxu  v. 
Cincinnati  By.  Co.,  62  Fed.  Rep.  803 ;  In  re  Debs,  168  U.  S. 
634;  United  States  v.  Freight  Association,  166  U.  S.  356. 

In  the  following  cases  the  combination  was  held  valid: 
United  States  v.  Knight,  166  U.  S.  1;  Hopkins  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  678;  Anderson  v.  United  States,  171  U.  S. 
604;  Bem^nt  v.  Harrow,  186  U-  S.  70;  Chicago  Board  v. 
Christie,  198  U.  S.  236;  Cincinnati  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay,  200 
U.  S.  179. 

In  the  following  cases  the  combination  was  held  invalid: 
In  re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  564;  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri 
Ass%  166  U.  S.  290;  United  States  v.  Joint  Trafilc  Ass'n,  171 
U.  S.  505;  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  Co.  176  U.  S. 
211;  Montague  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38;  United  States  v 
Northern  Securities,  193  U.  S.  197;  United  States  v.  Swift^ 
196  U.  S.  376;  City  of  Atlanta  v.  Chattanooga,  203  U.  S.  390. 

Mr.  John  Kimberly  Beach  and  Mr.  John  H.  Light,  with 
whom  Mr.  Robert  DeForest  and  Mr.  Howard  W.  Taylor 
were  on  the  brief,  for  defendants  in  error : 

On  general  principles  the  complaint  states  no  cause  of 
action  which  falls  within  the  Federal  jurisdiction  over  con- 
troversies  between  citizens  of  the  same  State. 

As  there  is  no  suggestion  of  any  sale  or  attempt  to  sell 
the  plaintiffs'  hats  in  original  packages,  the  manufacture  of 
the  plaintiffs'  hats  in  Connecticut,  and  their  disposition  in 
the  State  of  destination  after  delivery  to  the  consignee,  are 
matters  which  are  exclusively  within  State  power  of  regula- 
tion, even  [281]  though  such  regulation  might  necessarily 
diminish  the  volume  of  the  plaintiffs'  interstate  business. 
Coe  V.  Erroll,  116  U.  S.  517,  525 ;  Kidd  v.  Pierson,  128  U.  S. 
1,24. 

And  see  the  License  Cases,  6  How,  604,  and  Leisy  v.  Har- 
din, 135  U.  S.  116. 

Federal  jurisdiction  can  not  include  combinations  of  per- 
sons whose  operations  restrain  interstate  commerce  only  in- 
directly, and  incidentally  to  the  direct  effect  of  the  combina- 
tion on  the  manufacture  of  the  plaintiffs'  hats  in  Connect!- 
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cut^  or  on  the  disposition  of  such  hats  in  other  States  after 
the  breaking  up  of  the  original  package  of  importation.  A 
combination  of  persons  to  restrict  the  manufacture  of  the 
plaintiffs'  hats  in  Connecticut,  or  to  restrict  their  sale  in 
California  after  the  original  package  of  importation  has 
been  broken  is  a  combination  which,  on  general  principles,  is 
to  be  dealt  with  by  the  several  States,  respectively,  and  not 
by  the  United  States.  Hopkins  v.  United  States^  171  U*  S. 
578,  594;  United  States  v.  KrdgtU,  156  U.  S.  1. 

In  the  cases  relied  upon  by  Uie  plaintiffs  in  error  there  has 
been  present  the  element  of  a  direct  restraint  by  legislation, 
contract  or  physical  interference,  of  some  transaction  or  oper- 
ation admittedly  belonging  to  interstate,  as  distinguished 
from  intrastate,  commerce;  and  it  has  been  held  that  the 
Federal  jurisdiction  was  not  ousted  because  such  legislation, 
contract  or  interference  also  affected  other  operations  and 
transactions  admittedly  belonging  to  intrastate  commerce. 

The  converse  of  this  proposition  must  be  equally  true, 
namely,  that  if  the  direct  restraint  of  legislation,  contract  or 
interference  is  confined  to  operations  admittedly  belonging 
to  intrastate  commerce,  the  State  jurisdiction  will  not  be 
ousted,  because  such  legislation,  contract  or  interference  also 
affects  other  operations  relating  to  the  same  general  transac- 
tion, which  admittedly  belong  to  interstate  commerce. 

The  complaint  fairly  alleges  a  diversion  of  plaintiffs' 
trade  by  inducing  customers  in  another  State  not  to  buy  his 
goods.  So  long  as  it  is  understood  that  the  means  employed 
for  diverting  this  trade  are  means  operating  on  the  customer 
and  not  [288]  operating  directly  upon  the  course  of  com- 
merce, it  is  immaterial  whether  the  means  employed  be  law- 
ful or  unlawful. 

It  is  plain  from  the  whole  complaint  that  the  defendants 
have  no  ultimate  design  upon  interstate  commerce  as  such, 
and  that  their  real  design  is  to  unionize  the  plaintiffs'  factory, 
or  to  bring  all  hat  factories  in  the  United  States  under  imion 
conditions.  True,  that  fact  will  not  protect  them,  if  in  the 
pursuit  of  such  design  they  employ  means  which  directly 
obstruct  the  course  of  interstate  commerce;  but  it  will  pro- 
tect them  unless  the  use  of  such  means  is  specially  alleged. 

10870'*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 22 
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Again,  the  conspiracy  stated  is  not  among  persons  who  are 
themselves  engaged  in  interstate  conmierce,  and  therefore  its 
operation  on  the  business  of  a  non-member  is  not  incidental 
to  its  internal  effect  upon  interstate  commerce  among  the 
members  of  the  ccHnbination.  Montague  v.  Lowry^  198  U.  S. 
38;  Chattanooga  Foundry  v.  City  of  Atlanta^  203  U.  S.  890; 
the  Beef  Trust  case^  195  U.  S.  375,  distinguished.  In  these 
cases  there  was  a  sufficient  proof  of  an  agreement  to  regu- 
late the  interstate  commerce  of  the  parties  to  the  combina- 
tion, and  it  was  held  that  other  allegations  of  domestic  trans- 
actions in  furtherance  of  such  main  purpose  were  properly 
pleaded  as  part  of  the  general  scheme. 

The  complaint  states  no  cause  of  action  under  the  Sher- 
man Act  as  construed  by  this  court,  including  those  reviewed 
in  the  Northern  Securities  Company  cases^  193  U.  S.  197,  as 
follows :  United  States  v.  Knight^  166  U.  S.  1 ;  Hopkins  v. 
United  States^  171  U.  S.  578 ;  Addyston  Pipe  <&  Steel  ease^ 
175  U.  S.  211;  Anderson  v.  United  States,  171  U.  S.  604; 
Montague  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  27;  Swift  v.  United  States, 
195  U.  S.  376;  Chattanooga  Foundry  v.  Atlanta,  203  U.  S. 
891. 

Taking  these  cases  together,  they  furnish  the  logical  rule 
that  a  combination  within  the  act  must  either  appear  to  be  a 
combination  whose  object  is  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce, or  if  the  combination  be  formed  for  some  other  object, 
that  some  one  of  the  means  employed  must  appear  to  be  in 
itself  a  direct  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce. 

[288]  The  design  of  the  defendants  is  not  to  restrain  inter- 
state commerce,  but  to  unionize  plaintiffs^  factory,  and  none 
of  the  means  for  carrying  out  this  design  constitutes  in  itself 
a  direct  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce.  Strikes  in  local 
factories,  the  publication  of  false  statements  as  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' attitude  toward  organized  labor,  etc.,  and  the  restraint 
of  domestic  sales  by  retail  dealers  in  different  States,  are  not 
in  themselves  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  The  case 
at  bar  cannot  be  distinguished  in  principle  from  the  Ander- 
son Case,  171  U.  S.  602,  in  which  it  was  decided  that  a  boy- 
cott of  the  business  of  a  person  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce was  not  in  direct  restraint  of  interstate  commerce, 
when  it  was  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the 
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individual  in  question  to  join  the  yard  traders^  association. 
In  principle,  that  decision  must  control  the  question  whether 
a  boycott  of  the  plaintiffs'  business  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pelling them  to  unionize  their  factory  is  in  direct  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce. 

By  leave  of  court,  Mr.  Thomas  Care  Spelling  filed  a  brief 
herein  on  behalf  of  The  American  Federation  of  Labor  and 
others. 

Mr.  Chief  Justicb  Fuller  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  was  an  action  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
District  of  Connecticut  under  §  7  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of 
July  2, 1890,  c  647,  26  Stat.  209,  claiming  threefold  damages 
for  injuries  inflicted  on  plaintiffs  by  combination  or  con- 
spiracy declared  to  be  unlawful  by  the  act. 

Defendants  filed  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  assigning 
general  and  special  grounds.  The  demurrer  was  sustained 
as  to  the  first  six  paragraphs,  which  rested  on  the  ground 
that  the  combination  stated  was  not  within  the  Sherman  Act, 
and  this  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  pass  upon  any  other  ques- 
tions in  the  case;  and  upon  plaintiffs  declining  to  amend 
their  complaint  the  court  dismissed  it  with  costs.  148  Fed. 
Eep.  924 ;  and  see  142  Fed.  Rep.  216 ;  130  Fed.  Rep.  633. 

[  2841  The  case  was  then  carried  by  writ  of  error  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit,  and  that  court, 
desiring  the  instruction  of  this  court  upon  a  question  arising 
on  the  writ  of  error,  certified  that  question  to  this  court.  The 
certificate  consisted  of  a  brief  statement  of  facts,  and  put  the 
question  thus : ''  Upon  this  state  of  facts  can  plaintiffs  main- 
tain an  action  against  defendants  under  section  7  of  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890? " 

After  the  case  on  certificate  had  been  docketed  here  plain- 
tiffs in  error  applied,  and  defendants  in  error  joined  in  the 
application,  to  this  court  to  require  the  whole  record  and 
cause  to  be  sent  up  for  its  consideration.  The  application 
was  granted  and  the  whole  record  and  cause  being  thus 
brought  before  this  court  it  devolved  upon  the  court,  under 
§  6  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1891,  to  "  decide  the  whole  mat- 
ter in  controversy  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been 
brought  there  for  review  by  writ  of  error  or  appeal." 


334  206  UNITED  STATES,  284. 

OyinlOD  of  the  Court. 

The  case  comes  up,  thai,  on  OHnplaint  and  demnrr^,  and 
we  give  the  complaint  in  the  margin.' 

'The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  residents  of  the 
District  of  Connecticut  and  that  complainants  resided  in  Danbury,  in 
that  district,  were  copartners  and  located  and  doing  business  as  manu- 
facturers and  sellers  of  hats  there ;  that  they  had  *'  a  factory  for  the 
making  of  hats,  for  sale  by  them  in  the  various  States  of  the  Union, 
and  have  for  many  years  employed,  at  said  factory,  a  large  number  ot 
men  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  said  hats,  and  have  invested  in 
that  branch  of  their  business  a  large  amount  of  capital,  and  in  their 
business  of  selling  the  product  of  their  factory  and  filling  orders  for 
said  hats,  have  built  up  and  established  a  large  Interstate  trade, 
employing  more  than  two  hundred  and  thirty  (290)  persons  in  making 
and  annually  selling  hats  of  a  value  exceeding  four  hundred  thousand 
($400,000)  dollars. 

"4.  The  plaintiffs,  deeming  It  their  right  to  manage  and  condoct 
their  business  without  interference  from  individuals  or  associations  not 
connected  therewith,  have  for  many  years  maintained  the  policy  of 
refusing  to  suffer  or  permit  any  person  or  organization  to  direct  or 
control  their  said  business,  and  in  consequence  of  said  policy,  have  con- 
ducted their  said  business  upon  the  broad  and  patriotic  principle  of  not 
discriminating  against  any  person  seeking  employment  because  of  his 
being  or  not  being  connected  with  any  labor  or  other  organization, 
and  have  refused  to  enter  into  agreement  with  any  person  or  organiza- 
tion whereby  the  rights  and  privileges,  either  of  themselves  or  any 
employee,  would  be  Jeopardized,  surrendered  to  or  controlled  by  said 
person  or  organization,  and  have  believed  said  policy,  which  was  and 
is  well  known  to  the  defoidants,  to  be  absolutely  necessary  to  the 
•uccessful  conduct  of  their  said  business  and  the  welfare  of  tbelr 
employees. 

**  5.  The  plaintiffs,  for  many  years,  have  been  and  now  are  engaged 
in  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  States  of  the  Union,  In 
selling  and  shipping  almost  the  whole  of  the  product  of  their  said 
factory  by  common  carriers,  from  said  Danbury  to  wholesale  dealers 
residing  and  doing  business  in  each  of  the  States  of  Maine,  Massa- 
chusetts, Rhode  Island,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Mary- 
land, Virginia,  Ohio,  Illinois,  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  Missouri,  Nebraska, 
Arkansas,  California  and  other  States,  to  the  amount  of  many  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  dollars,  and  in  sending  agents  with  samples 
from  said  Danbury  into  and  through  each  of  said  States  to  visit  said 
wholesale  dealers  at  their  places  of  business  in  said  several  States, 
and  solicit  and  procure  from  them  orders  for  said  hats,  to  be  fiUed 
by  hats  to  be  shipped  from  their  said  factory  at  said'  Danbury,  by 
common  carriers  to  said  wholesale  dealers,  to  be  by  them  paid  for 
after  the  delivery  thereof  at  their  several  places  of  business. 

"6.  On  July  25,  1902.  the  amount  of  capital  Invested  by  the  plain- 
tiffs in  said  business  of  making  and  selling  hats,  approximated  one 
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[286]  The  question  is  whether  upon  the  facts  therein 
averred  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer  this  action  can  be 
maintained  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act. 

The  first,  second  and  seventh  sections  of  that  act  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

hondred  and  tliirty  thousand  doHare,  and  the  value  of  the  hats  an- 
noaUy  sold  and  shipped  by  them  in  prevloua  yearo^  to  said  dealers  in 
States  other  than  Connecticut,  exceeded  four  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars, while  the  value  of  hats  sold  by  them  in  the  State  of  Connecticut 
did  not  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars. 

**  7.  On  July  26,  1002,  the  plaintiffs  had  made  preparations  to  do  a 
large  and  profitable  business  with  said  wholesale  dealers  in  other 
States,  and  the  condition  of  their  business  was  such  as  to  warrant  the 
full  belief  that  the  ensuing  year  would  be  the  most  successful  in  their 
experience  Their  factory  was  then  running  to  its  full  capacity  in 
filling  a  large  number  of  orders  from  such  wholesale  dealers  In  other 
States^  They  were  then  employing  about  one  hundred  and  sixty  men 
in  the  making  and  finishing  departments,  a  large  number  in  the  trim- 
ming and  other  departments,  whose  work  was  dependent  upon  the 
previous  work  of  the  makers  and  finishers,  and  they  then  had  about 
one  hundred  and  fifty  dozens  of  hats  in  process  of  manufacture,  and 
in  such  condition  as  to  be  perishable  and  ruined  if  work  was  stopped 
upon  them. 

'*  8.  The  plaintiffs  then  were  and  now  are  almost  wholly  dependent 
upon  the  sale  and  shipments  of  hats  as  afoi  ?snid,  to  said  dealers  in 
States  other  than  Connecticut,  to  keep  their  said  factory  running  and 
to  dispose  of  its  product  and  their  capital  in  said  business  profitably 
employed,  and  the  restraint,  curtailment  and  destruction  of  their  said 
trade  and  commerce  with  their  said  customers  in  said  States  other 
than  Connecticut,  by  the  combination,  conspiracy  and  acts  of  the 
defendants,  as  hereinafter  set  forth,  have  been  and  now  are  of  serious 
damage  to  the  property  and  business  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  hereinafter 
set  forth. 

**  9.  The  individual  defendants,  named  in  this  writ,  are  all  members 
of  a  combinHti<m  or  association  of  persons,  styling  themselves  The 
United  Hatters  of  North  America,  and  said  combination  includes  more 
than  nine  thousand  persons,  residing  in  the  several  States  of  Massa* 
chusetts,  Connecticut,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Indiana, 
Illinois,  Missouri,  California,  and  the  Province  of  Ontario  In  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  The  said  combination  is  subdivided  into  twenty 
snbcombinations,  each  of  which  is  by  themselves  styled  a  local  union  of 
The  United  Hatters  of  North  America.  Six  of  said  subcombinations 
are  in  the  State  of  Connecticut,  and  known  as  local  Unions  1  and  2, 
10  and  11,  and  15  and  16  of  The  United  Hatters  of  North  America, 
and  have  an  aggregate  membership  of  more  than  three  thousand  per- 
sons residing  in  the  State  of  Connecticut 
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[286]  1.  "Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of 
trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.  Every  person  who  shall  make 
any  such  [287]  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combination 

**  10.  Said  combination  of  persons,  collectively  known  as  The  United 
Hatters  of  North  America,  owns,  controls,  edits,  publishes,  and  issues 
a  paper  styled  The  Journal  of  the  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  in 
which  are  published  reports  of  many  of  the  acts  of  its  agents,  herein- 
uftor  uieiitioued,  which  circulates  widely  among  Its  members  and  the 
public,  and  which  affords  a  ready,  convenient,  powerful  and  effective 
veliide  for  the  dissemination  of  Information  to  its  members  and  the 
ptibllo  HS  to  boycotts  declared  and  pushed  by  them,  and  of  the  acts 
and  uietisures  of  its  members  and  agents  for  carrying  soch  boycotts 
into  effect,  and  was  so  used  by  them  in  connection  witth  the  acta  of 
the  defendants  hereinafter  set  forth. 

**  U.  Said  combination  owns  and  absolutely  controls  the  use  of  a 
certain  label  or  distinguishing  mark,  which  it  styles  the  Union  Tiabel 
of  the  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  which  mark,  whfm  so  used  by 
them,  affords  to  them  a  ready,  convenient  and  effective  instrument 
and  means  of  boycotting  the  hats  of  any  manufacturer  against  whom 
Uiey  may  desire  to  us^e  it  for  that  purpose. 

**  12.  The  defendants  in  this  suit  are  also  all  members  of  a  combina- 
tion or  A89«HMntlon  of  ivr8i>ns  calling  themselves  and  known  as  The 
American  bVHleratlon  of  I^abor,  which  includes  more  than  a  miUioo 
and  four  hundr^t  thousand  meml>er8  residing  in  the  several  States 
and  IVrritorios  of  the  I'nion,  and  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  in 
all  the  plttiv$  in  tlie  se^-eral  States,  where  the  wholesale  dealers  in 
hats»  hereinbefore  uuMUioned.  and  their  customers  reside,  and  do  boai- 
uesa  Said  combination  is  sulHlivided  in  subordinate  groups,  or  com- 
biuatioiis^  comi^ising  one  hundred  ;ind  ten  national  nniona  and  combi- 
national of  which  tlie  said  c\>mbi nations  of  fiersons  styling  tbemselves 
The  \*nlieil  Hatters  of  North  America  is  one.  composed  of  twdve 
thousaiHl  local  unions,  twenty -elsrht  State  fietlemrions  or  combinatioDa^ 
UH^re  than  five  humtrtM  central  latv^r  unions  or  combinations,  and 
UH^re  than  tw\^  thon^mi  Uval  unuM)s  or  combinations,  which  are  not 
IuoUhUhI  In  the  abovi^-nHHitioneti  national  and  interna tiooal  combina- 

tU>na. 

**  IH.  Said  ivn^MnatK^  of  i^nr^xus  c\>"tx"^iT^^T  known  as  The 
0!in  V\Hi<Hf*iU>n  of  l^aN^r.  owns.  «\^ur\x:s.  e^iits.  publishes,  and 
a  paj*er  or  n«ca»U>e  c«iU\i  The  Aw«>riv\in  FV^i^ratH^nis*,  which  It 
iHs^lare(»  t^c^  be  Its  ortK^ial  onwn  ainl  nHHithvl^oe!.  wbK^h  lias  a  very  wide 
oironlatKNtt  anHMX^cr  It:?  won.N^ns  a^>d  *^hers.  aihi  wh:oh  affords  a  ivady. 
<\MntHU<«*t.  ivwerftil  aini  t^tvmv  vehk*>  a:Hl  ir.stniaieat  ft»r  the 
dti«kHv;v.Ar.«H\  %^  Infx^rjv^Tw^sv  as  to  ivrwins.  their  pcv^urts  and  isaiiii- 
fftviun^Ss  lH>T\\>ct^l  or  t\>  be  Nvrtvcte^L  by  its  ■Mvabers^  aad  as  ti» 
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or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and, 
on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

[288]  2.  "  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt 
to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire  wiUi  any  other  person 

measares  adopted  and  statements  to  be  published,  detrimental  to  such 
persons  and  to  the  sale  of  their  manufactures  and  for  boycotting  such 
persons,  their  manufactures,  and  said  paper  has  been  and  now  is 
constantly  used,  printed,  and  distributed  for  said  purposes  among  its 
members  and  the  public  and  was  so  used  by  the  defendants  and  their 
confederates  in  boycotting  the  products  of  the  firm  of  F.  Berg  &  Co., 
of  Orange,  New  Jersey,  and  H.  H.  Roelofs  &  Co^  of  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
hat  manufacturers,  to  their  very  great  injury  and  until  the  said  firms 
successively  yielded  to  their  demands  in  pursuance  of  the  general 
scheme  of  the  defendant  hereinafter  set  forth. 

**  14.  The  persons  united  in  said  combination,  known  as  The  Ameri- 
can Federation  of  Labor,  including  the  persons  in  said  subcombination 
known  as  The  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  constantly  employ 
more  than  one  thousand  agents  in  the  States  and  Territories  of  the 
United  States,  to  push,  enforce  and  carry  into  effect  all  boycotts  de- 
clared by  the  said  members,  including  those  in  aid  of  the  combined 
scheme,  purpose  and  effort  hereinafter  stated,  to  force  all  the  manu- 
facturers of  fur  hats  in  the  United  States,  including  the  plaintiffs, 
to  unionize  their  factories  by  restraining  and  destroying  their  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce,  as  hereinafter  stated,  all  of  which  said 
agents  act  under  the  immediate  supervision  and  personal  direction 
of  one  Samuel  Gompers,  who  is  chief  agent  of  the  said  combination 
of  persons  for  said  purpose,  and  of  each  of  the  said  combinations,  and 
the  said  agents  make  monthly  reports  of  their  doings  in  pushing  and 
enforcing  and  causing  to  be  pushed  and  enforced  said  boycotts,  and 
publish  the  same  monthly  in  said  paper  known  as  The  American 
Federationist,  of  which  he  is  the  editor,  appointed  by  the  said  mem- 
bers, which  said  paper  in  connection  with  said  statement  or  summary, 
is  declared  to  be  the  authorized  and  official  mouthpiece  of  each  of 
said  subcombinations,  including  the  said  United  Hatters  of  North 
America.  Said  statement  is  declared  by  the  defendants  to  be  a 
faithful  record  of  the  doings  of  said  agents,  and  each  of  said  state- 
ments, made  during  the  period  covered  by  the  acts  of  the  defendants 
against  the  plaintiffs  herein  stated,  contains  the  announcement  to  the 
members  of  said  combination  and  the  public,  that  all  boycotts  declared 
by  them  are  being  by  them  and  their  agents  pushed,  enforced  and 
observed. 

"15.  Said  combination  of  persons  collectively  known  as  The  Ameri- 
can Federation  of  Labor,  of  which  the  defendants  are  members,  was  by 
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or  persons,  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  c(Hnmerce 
among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  (289]  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction 
thereof,  shall  be  pmiished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five 
thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court." 

• 

the  defendants  and  their  other  members  formed  for  the  purpose 
among  others,  of  facilitating  the  declaration  and  successful  main- 
tenance of  boycotts,  by  and  for  said  combination  of  persons  known  as 
The  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  acting  through  the  said  Federa- 
tion of  Labor  and  its  other  component  parts  or  members,  and  it  and 
its  component  parts  have  frequently  declared  boycotts,  at  the  request 
of  the  defendants,  against  the  business  and  product  of  various  hat 
manufacturers,  and  have  vigorously  prosecuted  the  same  by  and 
through  the  powerful  machinery  at  their  command  as  aforesaid,  in 
carrying  out  their  general  scheme  herein  stated,  to  the  great  damage 
and  loss  of  business  of  said  manufacturers,  and  particularly  during 
the  years  of  1901  and  1902,  they  declared,  prosecuted  and  waged,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendants  and  their  agents,  a  boycott  against  the 
hats  made  by  and  the  business  of  H.  H.  Roelofs  &  Co.,  of  Philadelphia, 
Pa.,  untU,  by  causing  them  great  damage  and  loss  of  business,  they 
coerced  them  into  yielding  to  the  demand  of  the  defendants  and  their 
agents,  by  the  said  factory  of  said  Roelofs  &  Co.  be  unionized,  as 
termed  by  the  defendants,  and  into  agreeing  to  employ,  and  employing 
exclusively,  members  of  their  said  combination  in  the  making  and 
finishing  departments  of  said  factory,  and  in  large  measure  surrender- 
ing to  the  defendants  and  their  agents  the  control  of  said  factory  and 
business,  all  of  which  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  their  custo- 
mers, wholesale  dealers  and  the  public,  and  was,  by  the  defendants 
and  their  agents,  widely  proclaimed  through  all  their  agencies  above 
mentioned,  in  connection  with  their  acts  against  the  plaintiffs,  as  here- 
inafter set  forth,  for  the  purpose  of  intimidating  and  coercing  said 
wholesale  dealers  and  their  customers  from  buying  the  hats  of  the 
plaintiffs,  by  creating  in  their  minds  the  fear  that  the  defendants 
would  invoke  and  put  into  operation  agaiust  them,  all  said  powerful 
means,  measures  and  machinery,  if  they  should  handle  the  hats  of 
the  plaintiffs. 

"  16.  The  defendants,  together  with  the  other  persons  united  with 
them  in  said  combination,  known  as  The  United  Hatters  of  North 
America,  have  been  for  many  years,  and  now  are.  engaged  In  a  com- 
bined scheme  and  effort  to  force  all  manufacturers  of  fur  hats  in  the 
United  States,  including  the  plaintiffs,  against  their  will  and  their 
previous  policy  of  carrying  on  their  business,  to  organize  their  work- 
men in  the  departments  of  making  and  finishing,  in  each  of  their  flac- 
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[890]  7.  ^Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business 
OP  property  by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of 
anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act, 
may  sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  district  in  [291]  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is 
found,    without    respect    to    the    amount    in    controversy, 

and   shall   recover   three   fold  the   damages   by   him   sus- 

jj 

tories,  Into  an  organization,  to  be  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  combina- 
tion known  as  The  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  or  as  the  de- 
fendants and  their  confederates  term  it,  to  unionize  their  shops,  with 
the  intent  thereby  to  control  the  employment  of  labor  in  and  the  opera- 
tion of  said  factories,  and  to  subject  the  same  to  the  direction  and 
control  of  persons,  other  than  the  owners  of  the  same,  in  a  manner  ex- 
tremely onerous  and  distasteful  to  such  owners,  and  to  carry  out  such 
scheme,  effort  and  purpose,  by  restraining  and  destroying  the  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce  of  such  manufacturers,  by  means  of  intimi- 
dation of  and  threats  made  to  such  manufacturers  and  their  customers 
In  the  several  States,  of  boycotting  them,  their  product  and  their 
customers,  using  therefor  all  the  powerful  means  at  their  command  as 
aforesaid,  until  such  time  as  from  the  damage  and  loss  of  business  re- 
sulting therefrom,  the  said  manufacturers  should  yield  to  the  said  de- 
demand  to  unionize  their  factories. 

"  17.  The  defendants  and  other  members  of  said  United  Hatters  of 
North  America,  acting  with  them  and  In  pursuance  of  said  general 
combined  scheme  and  purpose,  and  in  carrying  the  same  into  effect 
against  said  manufacturers,  including  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  use  of 
the  means  above  stated,  and  the  fear  thereof,  have  within  a  very 
few  years,  forced  the  following  named  manufacturers  of  hats  in  the 
United  States  to  yield  to  their  demand,  and  unionize  their  factories, 
viz.:  [Here  follow  70  names  of  corporations  and  individuals.]  and 
until  there  remained,  according  to  the  statements  of  the  defendants, 
only  twelve  hat  factories  in  the  United  States  which  had  not  sub- 
mitted to  their  said  demands,  and  the  defendants,  in  pursuing  their 
warfare  against  the  plaintiffs,  as  hereinafter  set  forth,  and  In  con- 
nection with  their  said  acts  against  them,  have  made  public  announce- 
ment of  that  fact  and  of  the  firms  so  coerced  by  them,  in  ordar 
thereby  to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  their  acts  in  intimidating  said 
wholesale  dealers  and  their  customers  In  States  other  than  Con- 
necticut, from  buying  hats  from  plaintiffs,  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

"  18.  To  carry  out  said  scheme  and  purpose,  the  defendants  have  ap- 
pointed and  employed  and  do  steadily  employ,  certain  special  agents  to 
act  in  their  behalf,  with  full  and  express  authority  from  them  and 
the  other  members  of  said  combination,  and  under  explicit  instruc- 
tions from  them,  to  use  every  means  in  their  power,  to  compel  all 
such  manufacturers  of  hats  to  so  unionize  their  factories,  and  each 
and  an  of  the  defendants  in  this  suit  did  the  several  acts  hereinafter 
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tained,  and  the  costs  of  suit^  incloding  a  reasonable  attor- 
ney's fee." 

[293]  In  our  opinion,  the  combination  described  in  the 
declaration  is  a  combination  ^  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  States,"  in  the  sense  in  whidi  those 
words  are  used  in  the  act,  and  the  action  can  be  maintained 
accordingly. 

stated,  either  by  tbemselres  or  their  agents^  by  them  ttiereto  fully 
authorized. 

*'  19.  On  or  about  March  1,  1901,  in  pursuance  of  said  general 
Bcheme  and  purpose,  the  defendants  and  the  other  membera  of  said 
combination.  The  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  throng  their 
agents,  the  said  Jolm  A«  Moifit,  Afartin  liswlor,  John  Phillips,  James 
P,  Maher  and  Cliarles  J.  Barrett,  who  acted  for  themselyea  and  the 
other  defendants,  demanded  of  the  plaintilfs  that  they  should  union- 
ize their  said  factory,  in  the  malring  and  flnishing  departments^  and 
also  thereby  acquire  the  right  to  use  and  use  the  said  union  label, 
subject  to  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  recall  the  same  at  pleasure, 
in  all  hats  made  by  them,  and  then  notified  the  plaintiffs  that  if 
they  failed  to  yield  to  said  demand,  the  defendants  and  all  the  other 
members  of  the  said  combination  known  as  The  United  Hatters  of 
North  America,  would  resort  to  their  said  usual  and  well-known 
methods  to  compel  them  so  to  do.  After  several  conferoices^  and  In 
April,  1901,  the  plaintiffs  replied  to  the  said  demand  of  the  defenjanta 
as  follows: 

'  Firmly  believing  that  we  are  acting  for  the  best  interests  of  our 
firm,  for  the  best  interests  of  those  whom  we  employ,  and  for  the 
k>e8t  interests  of  Danbury,  by  operating  an  Independent  or  open  fac- 
tory, we  hereby  notify  you  that  we  decline  to  have  our  shop  unionised, 
and  if  attacked,  shall  use  all  lawful  means  to  protect  our  business 
interests.' 

"The  plaintiffs  were  then  employing  many  union  and  non-union 
men,  and  their  said  factory  was  running  smoothly  and  satisfactory 
t>oth  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  employees.  The  def aidants,  their 
confederates  and  agents,  deferred  the  execution  of  their  said  threat 
against  the  plaintiffs  until  the  conclusion  of  their  attack  made  in 
pursuance  of  the  same  general  scheme  and  purpose  against  H.  H. 
Boelofs  &  Co.,  which  resulted  in  the  surrender  of  Roelofs  &  Go.  on 
July  15,  1902,  except  that  the  def aidants,  their  confederates  and 
agents,  in  November,  1901,  caused  the  said  American  Federation  of 
Labor  to  declare  a  boycott  against  any  dealer  or  dealers  who  should 
handle  the  products  of  the  plaintiffa 

"  20.  On  or  about  July  25,  1902,  the  defendants  individually  and  col- 
lectively, and  as  members  of  said  combinations  and  associations,  and 
with  other  persons  whose  names  are  unknown  to  the  plaintiffs,  asso- 
ciated with  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  general  scheme  and  purpose 
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[S98]  And  tluit  conclusion  rests  on  many  judgments  of 
this  court,  to  the  effect  that  the  act  prohibits  any  combina- 
tion whatever  to  secure  action  which  essentially  obstructs 
the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the  States,  or  restricts, 
in  that  regard,  the  liberty  of  a  trader  to  engage  in  business. 

aforesaid,  to  force  aU  manufacturers  of  fur  hats,  and  particularly 
the  plaintiffs,  to  so  unionize  their  factories,  wantonly,  wrongfully, 
maliciously,  unlawfully  and  in  yiolatlon  of  the  proyisions  of  the 
'Act  of  Congress,  approved  July  2,  1890,*  and  entitled  'An  Act  to 
Protect  Trade  and  Commerce  Against  Unlawful  Restraints  and  Mo- 
nopoUes,'  and  with  intent  to  injure  the  property  and  business  of  the 
plaintiffs  by  means  of  acts  done  which  are  forbidden  and  declared  to 
be  unlawful,  by  said  act  of  Congress,  entered  into  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  restrain  the  plaintiffs  and  their  customers  in  States 
otlier  than  Connecticut,  in  carrying  on  said  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  States  and  to  wholly  prevent  them  from  engaging  in  and 
carrying  on  said  trade  and  commerce  between  them  and  to  prevent  the 
plaintiffs  from  selling  their  hats  to  wholesale  dealers  and  purchasers 
in  said  States  other  than  Connecticut,  and  to  prevent  said  dealers 
and  customers  in  said  other  States  from  buying  the  same,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  plaintiffs  from  obtaining  orders  for  their  hats  from  such 
customers,  and  filling  the  same,  and  shipping  said  hats  to  said  cus- 
tomers In  said  States  as  aforesaid,  and  thereby  injure  the  plaintiffs 
in  their  property  and  business  and  to  render  unsalable  the  product 
and  output  of  their  said  factory,  so  the  subject  of  interstate  com- 
merce, In  whosoever's  hands  the  same  might  be  or  come,  through  said 
interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  to  employ  as  means  to  carry  out 
said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  purposes  thereof,  and  ac- 
complish the  same,  the  following  measures  and  acts,  viz : 

**  To  cause,  by  means  of  threats  and  coercion,  and  without  warning 
or  information  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  concerted  and  simultaneous  with- 
drawal of  all  the  makers  and  finishers  of  hats  then  worldng  for  them, 
who  were  not  members  of  their  said  combination,  The  United  Hatters 
of  North  America,  as  well  as  those  who  were  such  members,  and 
thereby  cripple  the  operation  of  the  plaintiffs*  factory,  and  prevent 
the  plaintiffs  from  filling  a  large  number  of  orders  then  on  hand, 
fh>m  such  wholesale  dealers  in  States  other  than  Connecticut,  which 
they  had  engaged  to  fill  and  were  then  in  the  act  of  filling,  as  was  well 
known  to  the  defendants;  in  connection  therewith  to  declare  a  boycott 
against  all  hats  made  for  sale  and  sold  and  delivered,  or  to  be  sold  or 
ddSvered,  by  the  plaintiffs  to  said  wholesale  dealers  In  States  other 
t^flT^  Connecticut,  and  to  actively  boycott  the  same  and  the  business 
of  those  who  should  deal  in  them,  and  thereby  prevent  the  sale  of 
the  same  by  those  in  whose  hands  they  might  be  or  come  through 
said  interstate  trade  in  said  several  States;  to  procure  and  cause 
others  of  said  combinations  united  with  them  in  said  American  Feder- 
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[294]  The  combination  charged  falls  within  the  class  of 
restraints  of  trade  aimed  at  compelling  third  parties  and 
strangers  involuntarily  not  to  engage  in  the  course  of  trade 
except  on  conditions  that  the  combination  imposes;  and 
there  is  no  doubt  [295]  that  (to  quote  from  the  well-known 

atlon  of  Labor,  In  like  manner  to  declare  a  boycott  against  and  to 
actively  boycott  the  same  and  the  business  of  such  wholesale  dealers 
as  should  buy  or  sell  them,  and  of  those  who  should  purchase  them 
from  such  wholesale  dealers;  to  Intimidate  such  wholesale  dealers 
from  purchasing  or  dealing  in  the  hats  of  the  plaintiff  by  informing 
them  that  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  had  declared  a  boycott 
against  the  product  of  the  plaintiffs  and  against  any  dealer  who 
should  handle  it,  and  that  the  same  was  to  be  actively  pressed  against 
them,  and  by  distributing  circulars  containing  notices  that  such 
dealers  and  their  customers  were  to  be  boycotted;  to  threaten  with 
a  boycott  those  customers  who  should  buy  any  goods  whatever,  even 
though  union  made,  of  such  boycotted  dealers,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  notify  such  wholesale  dealers  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  deal  in 
the  hats  of  any  other  non-union  manufacturer  of  similar  quality  to 
those  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  must  not  deal  in  the  hats  made  by  the 
plaintiffs  under  threats  of  such  boycotting;  to  falsely  represent  to 
said  wholesale  dealers  and  their  customers,  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
discriminated  against  the  union  men  in  their  employ,  had  thrown 
them  out  of  employment  because  they  refused  to  give  up  their  onion 
cards  and  teach  boys,  who  were  intended  to  take  their  places  after 
seven  months*  instruction,  and  had  driven  their  employees  to  extreme 
measures  'by  their  persistent,  unfair  and  un-American  policy  of  an- 
tagonizing union  labor,  forcing  wages  to  a  starvation  scale,  and  given 
boys  and  cheap,  unskilled  foreign  labor  preference  over  experienced 
and  capable  union  workmen,'  in  order  to  intimidate  said  dealers  from 
purchasing  said  hats  by  reason  of  the  prejudice  thereby  created 
against  the  plaintiffs  and  the  hats  made  by  them  among  those  who 
might  otherwise  purchase  them;  to  use  the  said  union  label  of  said 
The  United  Hatters  of  North  America  as  an  Instrum^it  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  said  conspiracy  and  combination  against  the  plaintiffs' 
and  their  customers'  intertrade  aforesaid,  and  in  connection  with  the 
boycotting  above  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  describing  and  identi- 
fying the  hats  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  singling  them  out  to  be  so  boy- 
cotted; to  employ  a  large  number  of  agents  to  visit  said  wholesale 
dealers  and  their  custom ers,  at  their  several  places  of  business,  and 
threaten  them  with  loss  of  business  if  they  should  buy  or  handle  the  hats 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  thereby  prevent  them  from  buying  said  hats,  and 
in  connection  therewith  to  cause  said  dealers  to  be  waited  upon  by 
committees  representing  large  combinations  of  perso^b  In  their  several 
localities  to  make  similar  threats  to  them ;  to  use  the  daily  press  tn 
the  localities  where  such  wholesale  dealers  reside,  and  do  bu8lneM» 
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work  of  Chief  Justice  Erie  on  Trade  Unions)  ^^  at  common 
law  every  person  has  individually,  and  the  public  also  has 
collectively,  a  ri^t  to  require  that  the  course  of  trade  should 
be  kept  from  unreasonable   [296]   obstruction."    But  the 

to  announce  and  advertise  the  said  boycotts  against  the  hats  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  said  wholesale  dealers,  and  thereby  make  the  same  more 
effective  and  oppressive,  and  to  use  the  columns  of  their  said  paper, 
The  Journal  of  the  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  for  that  purpose, 
and  to  describe  the  acts  of  their  said  agents  In  prosecuting  the  same. 
"21.  Afterwards,  to  wit,  on  July  25,  1902,  and  on  divers  days  since 
hitherto,  the  defendants.  In  pursuance  of  said  combination  and  con- 
q>lracy,  and  to  carry  the  same  into  effect,  did  cause  the  concerted  and 
simultaneous  withdrawal,  by  means  of  threats  and  coercion  made  by 
them,  and  without  previous  warning  or  Information  thereof  to  the 
plaintiffs,  of  all  but  ten  of  the  non-union  makers  and  finishers  of  hats 
then  working  for  them,  as  well  as  all  of  their  union  makers  and  finish- 
ers, leaving  large  numbers  of  hats  in  an  unfinished  and  perishable  con- 
dlUon,  with  intent  to  cripple  and  did  thereby  cripple  the  operation  of 
the  plaintiff's  factory  until  the  latter  part  of  October,  1902,  and 
thereby  prevented  the  plaintiffs  from  filling  a  large  number  of  orders 
then  on  hand  from  such  wholesale  dealers  in  States  other  than  Ck>n- 
nectl<;ut,  which  they  had  engaged  to  fill  and  were  then  in  the  act  of 
•  filling,  as  weU  known  to  the  defendants,  and  thereby  caused  the  loss  to 
the  plaintiffs  of  many  orders  from  said  wholesale  dealers  in  other 
States,  and  greatly  hindered  and  delayed  them  In  filling  such  orders, 
and  falsely  representing  to  said  wholesale  dealers^  their  customers, 
and  the  public  generally  in  States  other  than  Connecticut,  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  discriminated  against  the  union  men  in  their  employ, 
and  had  discharged  or  thrown  out  of  employment  their  union  men  in 
August,  1902 ;  that  they  had  driven  their  employees  to  extreme  meas- 
nres  by  their  persistent,  unfair  and  un-American  policy  of  antagonis- 
ing onion  labor,  forcing  wages  down  to  a  starvation  scale  and  giving 
boys  and  cheap»  unskilled  foreign  labor  preference  over  experienced 
and  capable  workmen ;  that  skilled  hatters  had  been  discharged  from 
said  factory  for  no  other  cause  than  their  devotion  and  adherence  to 
the  principles  of  organized  labor  in  refusing  to  give  up  their  union 
cards,  and  to  teach  the  trade  to  boys  who  were  intended  to  take  the 
place  of  union  workmen  after  seven  months*  Instruction,  and  that 
unable  to  submit  longer  to  a  system  of  petty  tyrannies  that  might  be 
tolerated  in  Siberia  but  could  not  be  borne  by  independent  Americans, 
the  workmen  in  the  factory  inaugurated  the  strike  to  compel  the  firm 
to  recognize  their  rights,  in  order  to  prejudice,  and  did  thereby  preju- 
dice the  public,  against  the  plaintiffs  and  their  product,  and  in  order 
to  intimidate,  and  did  thereby  intimidate  said  wholesale  dealers  and 
their  customers,  in  States  other  than  Connecticut,  from  purchasing 
hats  from  the  i^alntiffs  by  reason  of  the  fear  of  the  prejudice  created 
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objection  here  is  to  the  jurisdiction,  because,  even  conceding 
that  the  declaration  states  a  case  good  at  common  law,  it  is 
contended  that  it  does  not  state  one  within  the  statute.  Thus, 
it  is  said,  that  the  restraint  alleged  would  operate  to  entirely 

against  said  hats;  and  in  connection  therewith  declared  a  boycott 
against  all  hats  made  for  and  so  sold  and  delivered,  and  to  be  so  sold 
and  deliyered  to  said  wholesale  dealers,  in  States  other  than  Connecti- 
cut, and  actively  boycotted  the  same  and  the  business  of  those  who 
dealt  in  them  in  such  other  States,  and  thereby  restrained  and  pre- 
vented the  purchase  of  the  same  from  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  sale  of 
the  same  by  those  in  whose  hands  they  were,  or  might  thereafter  be, 
in  the  course  of  such  interstate  trade,  and  caused  and  procured  others 
of  said  combinations  united  with  them  in  the  said  American  Federa- 
tion of  Labor  to  declare  a  boycott  against  the  plaintiffs,  their  product 
and  against  the  business  of  such  wholesale  dealers  in  States  other 
than  Ck>nnecticut,  as  should  buy  or  sell  them,  and  of  those  who  should 
purchase  from  such  wholesale  dealers  any  goods  whatever,  and  far- 
ther Intimidated  said  wholesale  dealers  from  purchasing  or  dealing  in 
hats  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  aforesaid,  by  informing  them  that  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  had  declared  a  boycott  against  the  hats 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  against  any  dealer  who  should  handle  them,  and 
that  said  boycott  was  to  be  actively  pressed  against  them,  and  by 
sending  agents  and  committees  from  various  of  said  labor  organiza- 
tions, to  threaten  said  wholesale  dealers  and  their  customers  with  a 
boycott  from  them  if  they  purchased  or  handled  the  goods  of  plain- 
tiffs, and  by  distributing  in  San  Francisco,  California,  and  other 
places,  circulars  containing  notices  that  such  dealers,  and  their  cus- 
tomers were  to  be  boycotted,  and  threatened  with  a  boycott,  and  did 
actively  boycott  the  customers  who  did  or  should  buy  any  goods  what- 
ever, even  though  union  made,  of  such  wholesale  dealers  so  boycotted, 
and  used  the  daily  press  to  advertise  and  announce  said  boycott  and 
the  measures  talcen  in  pursuance  thereof  by  said  labor  organizations, 
particularly  The  San  Francisco  Bulletin,  in  its  issues  of  July  2  and 
July  4,  1903,  and  a  daily  paper  published  in  Richmond,  Virginia,  on 
December  10, 1002,  and  notified  such  wholesale  dealers  in  States  other 
than  Connecticut,  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  deal  in  the  liats  of  ajiy 
other  non-union  hat  manufacturer  of  simUar  quality  to  those  of  the 
plaintiffs,  but  they  must  not  deal  in  hats  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  under 
threats  of  being  boycotted  for  so  doing,  and  used  the  said  union  label 
of  the  United  Hatters  of  North  America  as  an  instrument  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  said  combination  and  conspiracy  against  the  plaintiffs' 
and  their  customers'  interstate  trade,  as  aforesaid,  and  in  connection 
with  such  boycotting  by  using  the  same  and  its  absence  from  the  hats 
of  the  plaintiffs,  as  an  insignia  or  device  to  indicate  to  the  purchaser 
that  the  hats  of  the  plaintiffs  were  to  be  boycotted,  and  to  point  them 
out  for  that  purpose,  and  employed  a  large  number  of  agents  to  visit 
■aid  wholesale  dealers  and  their  customers  at  their  several  places  of 
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destroy  plaintiffs'  business  and  thereby  include  intrastate 
trade  as  well;  that  physical  obstruc[297]tion  is  not  alleged 
as  contemplated;  and  that  defendants  are  not  themselves 
engaged  in  interstate  trade. 

We  think  none  of  these  objections  are  tenable,  and  that 
they  are  disposed  of  by  previous  decisions  of  this  court 

bnsinefls  In  each  of  said  States,  particularly  Philadelphia  and  other 
places  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  in  Baltimore  in  the  State  of 
Maryland,  in  Richmond  and  other  places  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  and 
in  San  Francisco  and  other  places  in  the  State  of  California,  to  intimi- 
date and  threaten  them,  if  they  should  continue  to  deal  in  or  handle 
the  hats  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  among  many  other  instances  of  like  kind, 
the  said  WUliam  C  Hennelly  and  Daniel  P.  Kelly  in  behalf  of  all  said 
defendants,  and  acting  for  them,  demanded  the  firm  of  Triest  &  Co., 
wholesale  dealers  in  hats,  doing  business  in  said  San  Francisco,  that 
they  should  agree  not  to  buy  or  deal  in  the  hats  made  by  the  plaintiffs, 
under  threats  made  by  them  to  said  firm  of  boycotting  their  business 
and  that  of  their  customers,  and  ui)on  their  refusing  to  comply  with 
such  demand  and  yield  to  such  threats,  the  defendants  by  their  said 
agents  caused  announcement  to  be  made  in  the  newspapers  of  said  city 
that  said  Triest  ft  Co.  were  to  be  boycotted  therefor,  and  that  the 
labor  council  of  San  SYandsco  would  be  addressed  by  them  for  that 
purpose,  and  that  they  had  procured  a  boycott  to  be  declared  by  said 
labor  council,  and  thereupon  the  defendants,  through  their  said  agents, 
Hennelly  and  Kelly,  printed,  published,  issued,  and  distributed  to  the 
retail  dealers  in  hats,  in  several  States  upon  the  Pacific  coast,  the  fol- 
lowing circular,  to  wit : 

"  *  San  BVancisco  Labor  Council, 
*  'Affiliated  with  the  American  Federation  of  Labor, 

"  •  Secretary's  Office,  927  Market  Street, 
" '  Rooms  405,  406,  407  Emma  Spreckel's  Building, 
"  *  Meets  every  Friday,  at  1159  Mission  St 
••  •  Telephone  South  447. 
**  'Address  aU  communications  to  927  Market  Street. 

•*  *  San  Francisco,  July  3,  1903. 
•**To  whom  it  may  concern: 

"  'At  a  special  meeting  of  the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  held  on 
the  above  date,  the  hat  jobbing  concern  known  as  Triest  &  Co.,  116 
Sansome  St,  San  Francisco,  was  declared  unfair  for  persistently 
patronizing  the  unfair  hat  manufacturing  concern  of  D.  B.  Loewe  ft 
Co^  Danbury,  Connecticut,  where  the  union  hatters  have  been  on 
strike,  for  union  conditions,  since  August  20,  1902.  Triest  &  Co.  will 
be  retained  on  the  unfair  list  as  long  as  they  handle  the  product  of 
this  unfair  hat  manufacturing  concern.  TTnion  men  do  not  usually 
patronize  retail  stores  who  buy  from  unfair  Jobbing  houses  or  manu- 
facturers.   Under  these  circumstances,  all  friends  of  organized  labor, 
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Untied  States  v.  Trana-Missauri  Freight  AsBociatton^  166 
U.  S-  290 ;  United  States  v.  Joint  Tra^  Association^  171 U.  & 
505;  and  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United  States, 
193  U.  S.  197,  hold  in  effect  that  the  Anti-Trust  law  has  a 
broader  application  than  the  prohibition  of  restraints  of 
trade  unlawful  at  common  law.    Thus  in  the  Trans-Missouri 

and  those  desiring  the  patronage  of  organized  workers,  wiU  not  buy 
goods  from  Triest  ft  Ck>.,  116  Sansome  St,  San  Francisco. 

" '  Yours  respectfully,  O.  B.  Benham, 

" '  President  8.  F.  Labor  OouncfL 

••  *  T.  B.  Zawt. 

'* '  Secretary  8,  F.  Labor  CottneU.    [l.  s.} 
***W.  C.  Hennellt, 
•*  *  D.  F.  Kellt, 

Representing  United  Hatters  of  North  America^ 


«<  4 


"Also  the  following,  to  wit: 

'*  *  San  Francisco  Labor  Council, 
*  'Affiliated  with  the  American  Federation  of  Labor, 

" '  Secretary's  Office,  927  Market  Street, 
**  *  Rooms  406,  406,  407  Eimma  Spreckel's  Building, 
'*  *  Meets  every  Friday,  at  1169  Mission  St 
**' Telephone  South  447. 
**  'Address  all  communicationB  to  927  Market  Street 

"* '  San  Francisco,  July  14,  1903. 
*•  *  Messrs. . 

" '  Gentlemen :  We  beg  leave  to  call  your  attention  to  the  foUowing 
products  which  are  on  the  unfair  list  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor. 

" '  We  do  this  in  order  that  you  refrain  from  handling  these  goods, 
as  the  patronage  of  the  firms  named  below  is  taken  by  the  organlied 
workers  as  an  evidence  of  a  desire  to  patronize  those  who  are  opposed 
to  the  interests  of  organised  labor.  The  declaration  of  nnfiiirneas 
regarding  the  firms  mentioned  is  fully  sanctioned  and  will  be  sup- 
ported to  the  fullest  degree  by  the  San  Francisco  Labor  ConncU. 

•*  •  Trusting  that  yon  wiU  be  able  to  avoid  the  handling  of  these  goodg 
in  the  future,  we  are, 

" '  Tours  respectfully.  G.  B.  Bkrham,  PfetMenl. 

••  *  T.  B.  Zant,  Secretary,     [u  s.] 

Unfair  List 

** '  Loewe  ft  Co.,  Danbury,  Conn.,  and  Triest  ft  Co.,  116  Sansome  St, 
San  Francisco,  Hat  Manufacturers; 

*" '  Cluett,  Peabody  ft  Co.,  Shirts  and  Collars,  Troy,  New  York,  and 
662  Mission  St,  San  Francisco,  Cal.; 
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Ooie^  166  U.  S.  290,  it  was  said  that,  ^^  assuming  that  agree- 
ments of  this  nature  are  not  void  at  common  law,  and  that  the 
various  cases  cited  by  the  learned  courts  below  show  it,  the 
answer  to  the  statement  of  their  validity  is  to  be  found  in 
the  terms  of  the  statute  under  consideration ; "  and  in  the 
Northern  Securities  Case^  193  U.  S.  331,  that,  "  the  act  de- 
clares illegal  every  contract,  combination  or  conspiracy,  in 
whatever  form,  of  whatever  nature,  and  whoever  may  be  the 
parties  to  it,  which  directly  or  necessarily  operates  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States." 

We  do  not  pause  to  comment  on  cases  such  as  United  States 
V.  Knight  J 156  U.  S.  1 ;  Hopkins  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S. 
578  ;  and  Anderson  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S.  604 ;  in  which 
the  undisputed  facts  showed  that  the  purpose  of  the  agree- 
ment was  not  to  obstruct  or  restrain  interstate  commerce.  The 
object  and  intention  of  the  combination  determined  its  legality. 

In  Swift  V.  United  States^  196  U.  S.  375,  a  bill  was  brought 
against  a  number  of  corporations,  firms  and  individuals  of 
different  States,  alleging  that  they  were  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce  in  the  purchase,  sale,  transportation  and  delivery, 

**  *  United  Sbirt  and  Collar  Go.,  Troy,  New  York,  and  25  Sansome  St, 
San  Francisco,  Cal.; 

**  *  Van  Zandt,  Jacobs  ft  Go.,  Troy,  New  York ;  Gl^enbaam,  WeU  ft 
Micbaels,  Selling  Agents,  27  Sansome  St.,  San  E^nciaco,  Gal.' 
*'  and  cause  said  circularfl  to  be  mailed  to  and  personally  delivered  to 
tbe  retail  dealers  in  bats,  and  tbe  otber  customers  of  said  Triest  ft 
Co.,  upon  tbe  Pacific  coast,  and  to  many  otbers,  tbereby  causing  tbe 
loss  of  many  orders  and  customers  to  said  Triest  ft  Co.,  and  to  tbe 
plaintiffs,  for  tbe  purpose  of  intimidating  and  coercing  said  Triest  ft 
Co.  not  to  deal  witb  tbe  plaintiffs,  and  tbereby  cause  tbe  loss  of  many 
orders  and  customers  to  said  Triest  ft  Co.,  and  to  tbe  plaintiffs. 

"  22.  By  means  of  eacb  and  aU  of  said  acts  done  by  tbe  defendants 
in  pursuance  of  said  combination  and  eonspiracy,  tbey  bave  greatly 
restrained,  diminisbed,  and,  in  many  places,  destroyed  tbe  trade  and 
commerce  of  tbe  plaintiffs  witb  said  wbolesale  dealers,  in  said  States 
otber  tban  Connecticut,  by  tbe  loss  of  many  orders  and  customers 
directly  resulting  tberefrom,  and  tbe  plaintiffs  bave  been  Injured  in 
tbeir  business  and  property  by  reason  of  said  combination  and  con- 
spiracy, and  tbe  acts  of  tbe  defendants  done  in  pursuance  tbereof,  and 
to  carry  tbe  same  into  effect,  wblcb  are  declared  to  be  unlawful  by 
said  act  of  Congress,  to  tbe  amount  of  elgbty  tbousand  ($SO,000) 
dollars,  to  recover  tbreefold  wblcb  damages,  under  section  7  of  said 
act  this  suit  is  brought." 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 23 
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and  subsequent  resale  at  the  point  of  delivery,  of  meats ;  and 
that  they  combined  to  refrain  from  bidding  against  each 
other  in  the  purchase  of  cattle;  to  maintain  a  uniform  price 
at  which  the  meat  should  be  sold ;  and  to  maintain  uniform 
charges  in  delivery  meats  thus  sold  through  the  channeb  of 
interstate  trade  to  the  various  dealers  and  consumers  in  other 
States.  [298]  And  that  thus  they  artificially  restrained 
commerce  in  fresh  meats  from  the  purchase  and  shipment 
of  live  stock  from  the  plains  to  the  final  distribution  of  the 
meats  to  the  consumers  in  the  markets  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  speaking  for  the  court,  said  (pp.  395, 
396,  398) : 

"  Oommerce  among  the  States  Is  not  a  technical  legal  conception,  bnt 
a  practical  one.  drawn  from  the  course  of  business.  When  cattle  are 
sent  for  sale  from  a  place  In  one  State  with  the  expectation  that  th^ 
wlU  end  their  transit,  after  purchase.  In  another,  and  when  in  effect 
they  do  so,  with  only  the  Interruption  necessary  to  find  a  purchaser 
at  the  stock  yards,  and  when  this  Is  a  typical,  constantly  recurring 
course,  the  current  thus  existing  is  a  current  of  commerce  among  the 
States,  and  the  purchase  of  the  cattle  is  a  part  and  incident  of  such 
commerce. 


ti 


The  general  objection  is  urged  that  the  blU  does  not  set  forth 
sufficient  definite  or  specific  facts.  This  objection  is  serious,  but  it 
seems  to  us  inherent  in  the  nature  of  the  case.  The  scheme  alleged 
is  so  vast  that  it  presents  a  new  problem  in  pleading.  If,  as  we  must 
assume,  the  scheme  Is  entertained,  it  is,  of  course,  contrary  to  the 
very  words  of  the  statute.  Its  size  makes  the  violation  of  the  law 
more  conspicuous,  and  yet  the  same  thing  makes  it  impossible  to 
fasten  the  principal  fkct  to  a  certain  time  and  place.  The  elements, 
too,  are  so  numerous  and  shifting,  even  the  constituent  parts  alleged 
are  and  from  their  nature  must  be  so  extensive  in  time  and  space, 
that  something  of  the  same  impossibility  applies  to  them. 

m 

**  The  scheme  as  a  whole  seems  to  us  to  be  within  reach  of  the  law. 
The  constituent  elements,  as  we  have  stated  them,  are  enough  to  give 
to  the  scheme  a  body  and,  for  all  that  we  can  say,  to  accomplish  it. 
Moreover,  whatever  we  may  think  of  them  separately,  when  we  take 
them  up  as  distinct  charges,  they  are  alleged  sufficiently  as  elements 
of  a  scheme.  It  is  [299]  suggested  that  the  several  acts  charged  are 
lawful  and  that  intent  can  make  no  difference.  But  they  are  bound 
together  as  parts  of  a  single  plan.  The  plan  may  make  the  parts 
unlawful.'* 

And  the  same  principle  was  expressed  in  Aikens  v.  Wiscofi- 
sin,  195  U.  S.  194,  205,  involving  a  statute  of  Wisconsin  pro- 
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hibitiiig  combinations  ^^  for  the  purpose  of  wilfully  or  ma- 
liciously injuring  another  in  his  reputation,  trade,  business 
or  profession  by  any  means  whatever,"  etc.,  in  which  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Holmes  said : 

"The  statute  Is  directed  against  a  series  of  acts»  and  acts  of  sev- 
eral, tlie  acts  of  combining,  with  Intent  to  do  other  acts,  '  The  very 
plot  Is  an  act  In  Itself.'  Mulcahy  v.  The  Queen,  L.  B.  8  H.  L.  306,  317. 
But  an  act,  which  In  Itself  is  merely  a  voluntary  muscular  contraction, 
derives  aU  its  character  from  the  consequences  which  will  follow  it 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  It  was  done.  When  the  acts  con- 
sist  of  making  a  combination  calculated  to  cause  temporal  damage, 
the  power  to  punish  such  acts,  when  done  maliciously,  cannot  be 
denied  because  they  are  to  be  foUowed  and  worked  out  by  conduct 
which  might  have  been  lawful  if  not  preceded  by  the  acta  No  oon> 
duct  has  such  an  absolute  privilege  as  to  justify  all  possible  schemes 
of  which  it  may  be  a  part  The  most  Innocent  and  constitutionally 
protected  of  acts  or  omissions  may  be  made  a  step  in  a  criminal  plot, 
and  if  it  is  a  step  In  a  plot  neither  its  innocence  nor  the  Ck>nstitutlon 
is  sufficient  to  prevent  the  punishment  of  the  plot  by  law." 

In  Addyston  Pipe  and  Steel  Company  v.  United  States^  175 
n.  S.  211,  the  petition  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  prac- 
tically the  only  manufacturers  of  cast  iron  within  thirty-six 
Stat^  and  Territories,  that  they  had  entered  into  a  combina- 
tion by  which  they  agreed  not  to  compete  with  each  other  in 
the  sale  of  pipe,  and  the  territory  through  which  the  constit- 
uent companies  could  make  sales  was  allotted  between  them. 
This  court  held  that  the  agreement  which,  prior  to  any  act  of 
transportation,  limited  the  prices  at  which  the  pipe  could  be 
[300]  sold  after  transportation,  was  within  the  law.  Mr. 
Justice  Peckham,  delivering  the  opinion,  said  (p.  242) : 
^^And  when  Congress  has  enacted  a  statute  such  as  the  one  in 
question,  any  agreement  or  combination  which  directly  oper- 
ates not  alone  upon  the  manufacture  but  upon  the  sale, 
transportation  and  delivery  of  an  article  of  interstate  com- 
merce, by  preventing  or  restricting  its  sale,  etc,  thereby  r^u- 
lates  interstate  commerce.'' 

In  Montague  <&  Company  v.  Lowry^  193  U.  S.  38,  which 
was  an  action  brought  by  a  private  citizen  under  §  7 
against  a  combination  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  tiles, 
defendants  were  wholesale  dealers  in  tiles  in  California  and 
combined  with  manufacturers  in  other  States  to  restrain  the 
interstate  traffic  in  tiles  by  refusing  to  sell  any  tiles  to  any 
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wholesale  dealer  in  Califomia  who  was  not  a  member  of  the 
association  except  at  a  prohibitive  rate.  The  case  was  a  com- 
mercial boycott  against  such  dealers  in  California  as  would 
not  or  could  not  obtain  membership  in  the  association.  The 
restraint  did  not  consist  in  a  physical  obstruction  of  inter- 
state commerce,  but  in  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  and  other 
independent  dealers  could  not  purchase  their  tiles  from 
manufacturers  in  other  States  because  such  manufacturers 
had  combined  to  boycott  them.  This  court  held  that  this 
obstruction  to  the  purchase  of  tiles,  a  fact  antecedent  to 
physical  transportation,  was  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act. 
Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  speaking  for  the  court,  said  (p.  45), 
concerning  the  agreement,  that  it  "  restrained  trade,  for  it 
narrowed  the  market  for  the  sale  of  tiles  in  Califomia  from 
the  manufacturers  and  dealers  therein  in  other  States,  so 
that  they  could  only  be  sold  to  the  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  it  enhanced  prices  to  the  non-member.'^ 

The  averments  here  are  that  there  was  an  existing  inter- 
state traffic  between  plaintiffs  and  citizens  of  other  States, 
and  that  for  the  direct  purpose  of  destroying  such  interstate 
traffic  defendants  combined  not  merely  to  prevent  plaintiffs 
from  manufacturing  articles  then  and  there  intended  for 
transportation  beyond  the  State,  but  also  to  prevent  the 
vendees  from  reselling  the  hats  which  they  had  imported 
from  Connecticut,  or  from  [301]  further  negotiating  with 
plaintiffs  for  the  purchase  and  intertransportation  of  such 
hats  from  Connecticut  to  the  various  places  of  destination. 
So  that,  although  some  of  the  means  whereby  the  interstate 
traffic  wasi  to  be  destroyed  were  acts  within  a  State,  and  some 
of  them  were  in  themselves  as  a  part  of  their  obvious  pur- 
pose and  effect  beyond  the  scope  of  Federal  authority,  still, 
as  we  have  seen,  the  acts  must  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and 
the  plan  is  open  to  condemnation,  notwithstanding  a  negli- 
gible amount  of  intrastate  business  might  be  affected  in 
carrying  it  out.  If  the  purposes  of  the  combination  were, 
as  alleged,  to  prevent  any  interstate  transportation  at  all, 
the  fact  that  the  means  operated  at  one  end  before  physical 
transportation  commenced  and  at  the  other  end  after  the 
physical  transportation  ended  was  immaterial. 
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Kor  can  the  act  in  question  be  held  inapplicable  because 
defendants  were  not  themselves  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce. The  act  made  no  distinction  between  classes.  It  pro- 
vided that  ^^ every"  contract,  ccxnbination  or  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  was  illegal.  The  records  of  Congress  show 
that  several  efforts  were  made  to  exempt,  by  legislation,  or- 
ganizations of  farmers  and  laborers  from  the  operation  of 
the  act  and  that  all  these  efforts  failed,  so  that  the  act  re- 
mained as  we  have  it  before  us. 

In  an  early  case,  United  States  v.  Warkingmen^s  Amalga- 
mated OauneU^  54  Fed.  Rep.  994,  the  United  States  filed  a 
bill  under  the  Sherman  act  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  East- 
ern District  of  Louisiana,  averring  the  existence  of  ^^  a  gigan- 
tic and  widespread  combination  of  the  members  of  a  multi- 
tude of  separate  organizations  for  the  purpose  of  restraining 
the  commerce  among  the  several  States  and  with  foreign 
countries,"  and  it  was  contended  that  the  statute  did  not  refer 
to  combinations  of  laborers.  But  the  court,  granting  the  in- 
junction, said : 

*'I  think  the  Congressional  debates  show  that  the  statute  had  its 
origtn  in  the  evils  of  massed  capital ;  but,  when  the  Ck>ngre8s  came  to 
fonnnlatlng  the  prohibition,  which  is  the  yardstick  for  measuring  the 
complainant's  right  to  the  injunction,  [802]  it  expressed  it  in  these 
words :  '  Every  contract  or  combination  In  the  form  of  trust,  or  other- 
wise in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States  or 
with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.*  The  subject 
had  so  broadened  in  the  minds  of  the  legislators  that  the  source  of 
the  evU  was  not  regarded  as  material,  and  the  evil  In  its  entirety  la 
dealt  with.  They  made  the  interdiction  include  combinatio'us  of 
labor,  as  well  as  of  capital ;  in  fact,  all  combinations  in  restraint  of 
commerce,  without  reference  to  the  character  of  the  persons  who 
entered  into  them.  It  is  true  this  statute  has  not  been  much  ex- 
pounded by  judges,  but,  it  seems  to  me,  its  meaning,  as  far  as  relates 
to  the  sort  of  combinations  to  which  it  is  to  apply.  Is  manifest,  and 
that  it  Includes  combinations  which  are  composed  of  laborers  acting 
in  the  interest  of  laborers. 

**  It  is  the  successful  effort  of  the  combination  of  the  defendants  to 
Intimidate  and  overawe  others  who  were  at  work  in  conducting  or 
carrying  on  the  commerce  of  the  country,  in  which  the  court  finds 
their  error  and  their  violation  of  the  statute.  One  of  the  intended 
results  of  their  combined  action  was  the  forced  stagnation  of  all  the 
oommeice  which  flowed  through  New  Oiieana.    This  Intent  and  com- 
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blned  action  are  none  the  less  unlawful  because  they  included  in  tiieir 
scope  the  paralysis  of  all  other  business  within  the  city  as  well." 

The  case  was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit.    57  Fed.  Rep.  85. 

Subsequently  came  the  litigation  over  the  Pullman  strike 
and  the  decisions  In  re  Dehs^  64  Fed.  Bep.  724,  745,  755; 
158  U.  S.  564.  The  bill  in  that  case  was  filed  by  the  United 
States  against  the  officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union, 
which  alleged  that  a  labor  dispute  existed  between  the  Pull- 
man Palace  Car  Company  and  its  employees ;  that  thereafter 
the  four  officers  of  the  railway  union  combined  together  and 
with  others  to  compel  an  adjustment  of  such  dispute  by  cre- 
ating a  boycott  against  the  cars  of  the  car  company;  that  to 
make  such  boycott  effective  they  had  already  prevented  cer- 
[303]  tain  of  the  railroads  running  out  of  Chicago  from 
operating  their  trains;  that  they  asserted  that  they  could 
and  would  tie  up,  paralyze  and  break  down  any  and  every 
railroad  which  did  not  accede  to  their  demands,  and  that 
the  purpose  and  intention  of  the  combination  was  ^  to  secure 
unto  themselves  the  entire  control  of  the  interstate,  indus- 
trial and  commercial  business  in  which  the  population  of  the 
city  of  Chicago  and  of  other  communities  along  the  lines  of 
road  of  said  railways  are  engaged  with  each  other,  and 
to  restrain  any  and  all  other  persons  from  any  independent 
control  or  management  of  such  interstate,  industrial  or  com- 
mercial enterprises,  save  according  to  the  will  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  defendants." 

The  Circuit  Court  proceeded  principally  upon  the  Sher- 
man Anti-Trust  Law,  and  granted  an  injunction.  In  this 
court  the  case  was  rested  upon  the  broader  ground  that  the 
Federal  Government  had  full  power  over  interstate  com- 
merce and  over  the  transmission  of  the  mails,  and  in  the 
exercise  of  those  powers  could  remove  everything  put  upon 
highways,  natural  or  artificial,  to  obstruct  the  passage  of 
interstate  commerce,  or  the  carrying  of  the  mails.  But  in 
reference  to  the  Anti-Trust  Act  the  court  expressly  stated 
(158  U.  S.  600)  : 

"  We  eater  Into  no  examination  of  tbe  act  of  July  2»  1890,  c.  647, 
26  Stat  200,  upon  which  the  Circuit  Court  reUed  mainly  to  sustain 
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its  Jurisdiction.  It  must  not  be  understood  from  this  that  we  dissent 
from  the  conclusions  of  tliat  court  in  referoice  to  the  scope  of  the 
act,  but  simply  that  we  prefer  to  rest  our  Judgment  on  the  broader 
ground  which  has  been  discussed  In  this  opinion,  belieTlng  it  of  im- 
portance that  the  principles  underlying  it  should  be  fully  stated  and 
affirmed.** 

And  in  the  opinion,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  among  other 
things,  said  (p.  581) : 

''It  is  curious  to  not^  the  fact  that  in  a  large  proportion  of  the 
cases  in  respect  to  interstate  commerce  brought  to  this  court  the 
question  presented  was  of  the  yalidity  of  state  legislation  in  its  bear- 
iagB  upon  Interstate  commerce,  and  the  uniform  course  of  decision 
has  been  to  declare  that  it  is  not  within  [804]  the  competency  of  a 
State  to  legislate  in  such  a  manner  as  to  obstruct  interstate  commerce. 
If  a  State,  with  its  recognised  powers  of  soyerelgnty,  is  impotent  to 
obstruct  interstate  commerce,  can  it  be  that  any  mere  voluntary  asso- 
ciation of  individuals  within  the  limits  of  that  State  has  a  power 
which  the  State  itself  does  not  possess? 

The  question  answers  itself,  and  in  the  light  of  the  authorities  the 
only  inquiry  Is  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  averments  of  fact  We  have 
given  the  declaration  in  full  in  the  margin,  and  it  appears  therefrom 
that  it  is  charged  that  the  defendants  formed  a  combination  to 
directly  restrain  plaintiffs'  trade ;  that  the  trade  to  be  restrained  was 
interstate;  that  certain  means  to  attain  such  restraint  were  contrived 
to  be  used  and  employed  to  that  end;  that  those  means  were  so 
used  and  employed  by  defendants,  and  that  thereby  th^  injured 
plaintiffs'  property  and  businesa 

At  the  risk  of  tediousness,  we  repeat  that  the  complaint  averred 
that  plaintiffs  were  manufacturers  of  hats  In  Danbury,  Connecticut^ 
having  a  factory  there,  and  were  then  and  there  engaged  in  an  Inter- 
state trade  in  some  twenty  States  other  than  the  State  of  Connecticut ; 
that  they  were  practically  dependent  upon  such  interstate  trade  to 
consume  the  product  of  their  factory,  only  a  small  percentage  of  their 
entire  output  being  consumed  in  the  State  of  Connecticut;  that  at 
the  time  the  alleged  combination  was  formed  they  were  In  the  process 
of  manufacturing  a  large  number  of  hats  for  the  piirpose  of  fulfilling 
engagements  th^i  actually  made  with  consignees  and  wholesale 
dealers  in  States  other  than  Connecticut,  and  that  if  prevented  from 
carrying  on  the  work  of  manufacturing  these  hats  they  would  be 
unable  to  complete  their  engagements. 

That  defendants  were  members  of  a  vast  combination  called  The 
United  Hatters  of  North  America,  comprising  about  9,000  members 
and  including  a  large  number  of  subordinate  unions,  and  that  they 
were  combined  with  some  1,400,000  others  into  another  association 
known  as  The  American  Federation  of  [805]  Labor,  of  which  they 
were  members,  whose  members  resided  in  aU  the  places  in  the  several 
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States  where  the  wholesale  dealers  in  hats  and  their  customem  resided 
and  did  business;  that  defendants  were  "engaged  in  a  combined 
scheme  and  effort  to  force  all  manufacturers  of  fur  hats  in  the 
United  States,  Including  the  plaintiffs,  against  their  will  and  their 
preTlous  policy  of  carrying  on  their  business,  to  organize  their  work- 
men in  the  departments  of  making  and  finishing,  in  each  of  their  fac- 
tories, into  an  organization,  to  be  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  combination 
known  as  The  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  or  as  the  defendants 
and  their  confederates  term  it,  to  unionize  their  shops,  with  the  intent 
thereby  to  control  the  employment  of  labor^in  and  the  operation  of 
said  Victories,  and  to  subject  the  same  to  the  direction  and  control 
of  persons,  other  than  the  owners  of  the  same,  in  a  manner  Cztremely 
onerous  and  distasteful  to  such  owners,  and  to  carry  out  such  scheme, 
effort  and  purpose,  by  restraining  and  destroying  the  Interstate  trade 
and  commerce  of  such  nuinufacturers,  by  means  of  intimidation  of  and 
threats  made  to  such  manufacturers  and  their  customers  in  the  sev- 
eral States,  of  boycotting  them,  their  product  and  their  customers, 
using  therefor  all  the  powerful  means  at  their  command,  as  aforesaid, 
until  such  time  as,  from  the  damage  and  loss  of  business  resulting 
therefrom,  the  said  manufacturers  should  yield  to  the  said  demand 
to  unionize  their  factories.** 

That  the  conspiracy  or  combination  was  so  far  progressed 
that  out  of  eighty-two  manufacturers  of  this  country  en- 
gaged in  the  production  of  fur  hats  seventy  had  accepted  the 
terms  and  acceded  to  the  demand  that  the  shop  should  be 
conducted  in  accordance,  so  far  as  conditions  of  employment 
were  concerned,  with  the  will  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor ;  that  the  local  union  demanded  of  plaintiffs  that  they 
should  unionize  their  shop  under  peril  of  being  boycotted  by 
this  combination,  which  demand  defendants  declined  to  com- 
ply with ;  that  thereupon  the  American  Federation  of  Labor, 
acting  through  its  official  organ  and  through  its  organizers, 
declared  a  boycott. 

[306]  The  complaint  then  thus  continued: 

"20.  On  or  about  July  25,  1902,  the  defendants  indiTidnally  and 
collectively,  and  as  members  of  said  combinations  and  associations, 
and  wltlT other  persons  whose  names  are  unknown  to  the  plaintiffs, 
associated  with  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  general  scheme  and  pur- 
pose aforesaid,  to  force  all  manufacturers  of  fur  hats,  and  particu- 
larly the  plaintiffs,  to  so  unionize  their  factories,  wantonly,  wrong- 
fully,  maliciously,  unlawfully  and  in  yiolatlon  of  the  provisions  of 
the  'Act  of  Congress,  approved  July  2,  1890,'  and  entitled  'An  Act  to 
Protect  Trade  and  Ck)mmerce  Against  Unlawful  Restraints  and  Mo- 
nopolies,' and  with  intent  to  Injure  the  property  and  bualnesB  of  the 
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plaintiffs  by  means  of  nets  done  wliich  are  forbidden  and  declared  to 
be  unlawful,  by  said  act  of  Congress,  entered  Into  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  restrain  the  plaintiffs  and  their  customers  in  States 
other  than  Ck)nnectlcut,  In  carrying  on  said  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  sereral  States,  and  to  wholly  prevent  them  from  engaging  In  and 
carrying  on  said  trade  and  commerce  between  them  and  to  prevent 
the  plaintiffs  from  selling  their  hats  to  wholesale  dealers  and  pur- 
chasers In  said  States  other  than  Connecticut,  and  to  prevent  said 
dealers  and  customers  In  said  other  States  from  buying  the  same,  and 
to  prevent  the  plaintiffs  from  obtaining  orders  for  their  hats  from  such 
customers,  and  filling  the  same,  and  shipping  said  hats  to  said  cus- 
tomers In  said  States  as  aforesaid,  and  thereby  Injure  the  plaintiffs 
in  their  property  and  business  and  to  render  unsalable  the  product 
and  output  of  their  said  factory,  so  the  subject  of  Interstate  com- 
merce, in  whosoever's  hands  the  same  might  be  or  come,  through 
said  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  to  employ  as  means  to  carry 
oat  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  purposes  thereof,  and 
accomplish  the  same,  the  following  measures  and  acts,  viz: 

"  To  cause,  by  means  of  threats  and  coercion,  and  without  warning 
or  information  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  concerted  and  simultaneous  with- 
drawal of  all  the  makers  and  finishers  of  hats  then  working  for  them, 
who  were  not  members  of  their  said  [807]  combination.  The  United 
Hatters  of  North  America,  as  well  as  those  who  were  such  members, 
and  thereby  cripple  the  operation  of  the  plaintiffs*  factory,  and  pre- 
vent the  plaintiffs  from  filling  a  large  number  of  orders  then  on  hand, 
from  such  wholesale  dealers  In  States  other  than  Connecticut,  which 
th^  had  engaged  to  fill  and  were  then  tn  the  act  of  filling,  as  was 
wen  known  to  the  defendants;  in  connection  therewith  to  declare  a 
boycott  against  all  hats  made  for  sale  and  sold  and  delivered,  or  to 
be  so  soM  or  delivered,  by  the  plaintiffs  to  said  wholesale  dealers  in 
States  other  than  Connecticut,  and  to  actively  boycott  the  same  and 
the  business  of  those  who  should  deal  In  them,  and  thereby  prevent 
the  sale  of  the  same  by  those  in  whose  hands  they  might  be  or  come 
through  said  interstate  trade  In  said  several  States;  to  procure  and 
cause  others  of  said  combinations  united  with  them  In  said  American 
Federation  of  Labor,  In  like  manner  to  declare  a  boycott  against  and 
to  actively  boycott  the  same  and  the  business  of  such  wholesale  dealers 
as  should  buy  or  sell  them,  and  of  those  who  should  purchase  them 
from  such  wholesale  dealers;  to  Intimidate  such  wholesale  dealers 
from  purchasing  or  dealing  In  the  hats  of  the  plaintiffs  by  Informing 
them  that  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  had  declared  a  boycott 
against  the  product  of  the  plaintiffs  and  against  any  dealer  who 
should  handle  it,  and  that  the  same  was  to  be  actively  pressed  against 
them,  and  by  distributing  circulars  containing  notices  that  such 
dealers  and  their  customers  were  to  be  boycotted ;  to  threaten  with  a 
boycott  those  customers  who  should  buy  any  goods  whatever,  even 
though  union  made,  of  such  boycotted  dealers,  and  at  the  same  time 
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to  notify  such  whoelsale  dealers  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  deal  in 
the  hats  of  any  other  non-union  manufacturer  of  similar  quality  to 
those  made  by  the  plaintifts,  but  must  not  deal  in  the  hats  made  by 
the  plaintiffs  under  threats  of  such  boycotting;  to  falsely  represent 
to  said  wholesale  dealers  and  their  customers,  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
discriminated  against  the  union  men  in  their  employ,  had  thrown 
them  out  of  employment  because  they  refused  to  give  up  their  unimi 
cards  and  [808]  teach  boys,  who  were  intended  to  take  their  places 
after  seven  months*  instruction,  and  had  driven  their  employees  to 
extreme  measures  '  by  their  persistent,  unfair  and  un-American  policy 
of  antagonizing  union  labor,  forcing  wages  to  a  starvation  scale,  and 
given  boys  and  cheap,  unskilled  foreign  labor  preference  over  experi- 
enced and  capable  union  workmen,*  in  order  to  intimidate  said  dealers 
from  purchasing  said  hats  by  reason  of  the  prejudice  thereby  created 
against  the  plaintiffs  and  the  hats  made  by  them  among  those  who 
might  otherwise  purchase  them;  to  use  the  said  union  label  of  said 
The  United  Hatters  of  North  America  as  an  instrument  to  aid  them 
in  carrying  out  said  conspiracy  and  combination  against  the  plaintiffs' 
and  their  customers'  interstate  trade  aforesaid,  and  in  connection 
with  the  boycotting  above  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  r. escribing 
and  identifying  the  hats  of  the  plaintiffs  and  singling  them  out  to  be 
80  boycotted ;  to  employ  a  large  nnmber  of  agents  to  visit  said  whole- 
sale dealers  and  their  customers,  at  their  several  places  of  business, 
and  threaten  them  with  loss  of  business  if  they  should  buy  or  handle 
the  hats  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  thereby  prevent  them  from  buying  said 
hats,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  cause  said  dealers  to  be  waited 
upon  by  committees  representing  large  combinations  of  persons  Id 
their  several  localities  to  make  similar  threats  to  them;  to  use  the 
daily  press  in  the  localities  where  such  wholesale  dealers  reside,  and 
do  business,  to  announce  and  advertise  the  said  boycotts  against  the 
hats  of  the  plaintiffs  and  said  wholesale  dealers,  and  thereby  make 
the  same  more  effective  and  oppressive,  and  to  use  the  columns  of  their 
said  paper,  The  Journal  of  the  United  Hatters  of  North  America,  for 
that  purpose,  and  to  describe  the  acts  of  their  said  agents  in  prose- 
cuting thi»  same.** 

And  then  followed  the  averments  that  the  defendants  pro- 
ceeded to  carry  out  their  combination  to  restrain  and  destroy 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  between  plaintiffs  and  their 
customers  in  other  States  by  employing  the  identical  means 
contrived  for  that  purpose;  and  that  by  reason  of  thoee  acts 
[309]  plaintiffs  were  damaged  in  their  business  and  property 
in  some  $80,000. 

We  think  a  case  within  the  statute  was  set  up  and  that  the 
demurrer  should  have  been  overruled. 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded  with  a  direction  to 
proceed  accordingly. 
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[428]  SHAWNEE  COMPRESS  COMPANY  v.  ANDER 

SON.* 

(Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Goort  of  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma.) 

[200  U.  8.  428.] 
Na  140.    Argued  Bfaich  2,  8,  1906.— Decided  April  IS,  lOOa 

Where  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  reverses  the 
jadgment  of  the  trial  court,  the  reviewing  power  of  this  court  is 
limited  to  determining  whether  there  was  evidence  supporting  the 
flndings  and  whether  the  fticts  found  were  adequate  to  sustain  the 
legal  conclusions.* 

In  this  case,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  having  found  that  a 
lease,  being  made  to  further  an  unlawful  enterprise,  was  void  as  an 
unreasonable  restraint  of  trade  and  as  against  public  policy,  this 
court  sustains  the  Judgment,  there  being  proof  supporting  the  con- 
clusions to  the  effect  that  the  lessor  company  agreed  to  go  out  of  the 
Held  of  competition,  not  to  enter  that  field  again,  and  to  render  every 
assistance  to  prevent  others  from  entering  it--other  acts  in  aid  of  n 
scheme  of  monopoly  also  being  proved. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  based  Its  judgment  declaring  such  a  lease  void  on  the 
common  law,  the  Sherman  law,  or  the  statutes  of  the  Territory;  the 
restraint  placed  upon  the  lessor  was  greater  than  the  protection  of 
the  lessee  required. 

17  Oklahoma,  231,  affirmed. 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  District  Court  of  the  county 
of  Lincobi,  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  by  appellees  as  stock- 
holders of  the  Shawnee  Compress  Company  against  appel- 
lants, to  cancel  a  lease  made  by  the  Shawnee  Compress  Com- 
pany to  the  Gulf  Compress  Company. 

llie  original  petition  alleged  that  the  compress  companies 
were  respectively  corporations  of  Oklahoma  and  the  State  of 
Alabama;  that  the  plaintiffs,  appellees  here,  were  minority 
stockholders  of  the  Shawnee  Company;  that  certain  of  the 
stockholders  of  the  Shawnee  Company,  claiming  to  be  its 
officers,  '^  conceived  the  idea  of  leasing  the  entire  property 
and  business  of  said  company,  together  with  its  good  will 

•For  opinion  of  Supreme  Court  of  Arizona  (87  Pac.  Rep.  315)  see, 
ante,  p.  122. 

^SyUabus  and  statements  of  arguments  copyrighted,  1908.  by  The 
BanlES  Law  Publishing  Co. 
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and  the  right  to  the  business  thereof  to  said  defendant,  Gulf 
Compress  Company,  a  foreign  corporation ; "  that  subse- 
quently the  [4:24]  same  stockholders,  claiming  to  be  the 
directors  of  the  corporation  in  certain  meetings  and  by  cer- 
tain resolutions,  executed  the  purpose.  These  meetings  were 
alleged  to  be  invalid  as  not  being  in  conformity  with  the  by- 
laws, and  that  the  proceedings  therein  were  "  wholly  illegal 
and  beyond  the  powers  and  authority  of  the  said  stockholders 
and  directors  of  said  corporation ; "  that  the  corporation  was 
organized  to  construct  and  operate  a  cotton  compress  in  the 
city  of  Shawnee,  and  that  its  oflScers  and  stockholders  were 
not  authorized  to  execute  a  lease  for  a  period  of  years,  vest- 
ing in  another  and  foreign  corporation,  the  rights,  duties  and 
business  of  the  company,  and  that  the  lease  was  void  as 
against  the  rights  of  plaintiffs,  being  minority  stockholders 
of  the  company.  A  copy  of  the  lease  was  attached  to  the 
petition. 

The  petition  was  amended,  making  the  allegations  some- 
wha.t  fuller,  and  alleged  that  appellants  Stubbs  and  Beatty, 
who  assimied  to  act  respectively  as  president  and  secretary 
of  the  company,  and  certain  other  stockholders  who  joined 
with  them  in  the  negotiation  of  the  lease,  were  induced 
thereto  by  certain  advantages  personal  to  themselves  and  not 
by  the  interest  of  the  company.  It  was  also  alleged  that  the 
"  exigencies  of  the  business  "  of  the  company  did  not  demand 
or  justify  the  lease,  and  that  its  revenues  for  the  season  1904- 
1905,  over  and  above  taxes  and  insurance,  notwithstanding 
negligent  and  incompetent  management,  were  $7,485.89 ;  and, 
plaintiffs  expressed  the  belief,  could  be  made  greater  for  the 
yearj  covered  by  the  lease.  It  was  alleged  that  the  Gulf 
Compress  Company  was  in  the  business  of  leasing  and  oper- 
ating competing  compresses  for  the  purpose  of  monopolizing, 
as  far  as  possible,  the  business  of  compressing  cotton  in  a  large 
portion,  if  not  all,  the  cotton-raising  districts  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  lease  was  procured  from  the  Shawnee 
Company  in  pursuance  of  said  scheme,  and  other  leases  of 
other  compresses  were  also  secured  for  like  purposes,  and 
that  the  Gulf  Company  is  in  its  operation  and  method  of 
conducting  business  a  trust,  combine  and  conspiraqr,  in  re- 
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straint  of  trade  [425]  and  commerce,  in  violation  of  the 
Federal  Anti-Trust  Law  and  the  anti-trust  law  of  the  Terri- 
tory of  Okfahoma,  and  that  it  is  the  design  of  the  Gulf 
Compress  Company  to  increase  the  charge  of  compressing 
cotton,  and  that  it  will  be  able  to  enforce  such  charges  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  it  will  control  all  of  the  compresses 
in  the  Territory. 

There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  which  was  over- 
ruled. An  answer  was  then  filed,  which  in  detail  asserted 
the  validity  of  the  proceedings  preceding  the  execution  of 
the  lease;  that  the  company  was  indebted  in  the  sum  of 
$17,250— $6,000  to  the  Shawnee  National  Bank  and  $11,250 
to  the  Webb  Press  Company,  Limited,  which  was  past  due ; 
that  its  creditors  were  pressing  for  payment,  and  that  tiie 
lease  was  necessary  in  order  to  procure  money  by  which  to 
pay  the  Shawnee  Bank  and  to  secure  the  extension  of  time 
on  the  indebtedness  due  the  Webb  Press  Company,  and  that 
for  these  reasons  the  negotiations  for  the  lease  were  entered 
into  and  the  lease  finally  made.  And  it  is  alleged  that  the 
consideration  paid  was  fair  and  reasonable  and  for  the  best 
interest  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Shawnee  Company ;  that 
defendants  could  procure  said  second  mortgage  money  in 
no  other  way,  and  that  the  property  of  the  Shawnee  Com 
pany  would  have  been  sold  at  a  great  sacrifice  unless  the  lease 
had  been  made. 

It  is  alleged  that  appellees  are  firms  of  cotton  buyers,  and 
in  order  to  obtain  an  unfair  advantage  over  other  buyers 
have  conspired  together  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a 
monopoly  of  all  the  compresses  in  the  Territory  and  destroy- 
ing competition  in  compressing,  and,  in  order  to  carry  out 
the  conspiracy,  have,  for  more  than  six  months,  endeavored 
to  obtain  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  Shawnee  Company, 
and,  knowing  that  Beatty  and  Stubbs  were  involved  and  in 
need  of  money,  have  in  all  ways  oppressed  said  Beatty  and 
Stubbs  to  compel  them  to  sell  their  stock  to  appellants  for  an 
inadequate  consideration  and  conspired  to  compel  the  Shaw- 
nee Company,  knowing  it  was  involved  and  its  demands 
pressing,  to  sell  and  convey  its  property  to  them  for  the 
inadequate   consideration  of  $25,000.       [426]    And   it  is 
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alleged  that  the  lease  was  made  to  defeat  such  conspiracy. 
Other  plans  of  the  appellees  to  harass  the  Shawnee  Company 
are  averred. 

The  case  went  to  trial  on  the  issues  thus  formed  and  re^- 
suited  in  a  judgment  for  defendants  (appellants  here).  The 
judgment  recited  that  ^^  the  court  having  heard  all  the  evi- 
dence offered  *  *  *  and  being  fully  advised  in  the  prem- 
ises finds  for  the  defendants  and  against  the  plaintiffs  that 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffs  are  not  sup- 
ported by  the  law  and  the  evidence." 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied  and  the  case  was  then 
taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory,  which  court 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  the  case  was 
remanded  to  the  District  Court,  with  instructions  to  that 
court  to  render  judgment  for  plaintiffs  in  the  case  (appellees 
here)  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  the  prayer  of  the  amended  petition. 

Mr.  B.  B.  Blakeney^  with  whom  Mr.  O,  T.  Fitzhugk  was 
on  the  brief,  for  appellants : 

An  act  is  not  necessarily  invalid  because  in  restraint  of 
trade,  when  the  restriction  of  trade  is  an  ancillary  or  inci- 
dental result. 

To  be  condemned  by  the  law  a  contract  must  be  an  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  to  restrict  trade,  and  such  contract 
is  invalid,  whatever  may  be  the  result  of  its  operation.  If  a 
purchaser  buys  one  or  more  compresses  and  operates  them 
as  his  own  property,  competition  is  to  that  extent  restrict^, 
but  being  incidental,  such  contract  is  not  invalid,  and  will 
not  be  held  invalid  because  the  purchaser  may  have  taken  a 
contract  from  the  seller  obligating  the  seller  not  to  carry  on  or 
resume  such  business.  Such  provisions  are  usual  and  have 
been  sanctioned  by  the  courts.  Fowle  et  al.  v.  Park  et  aZ.,  181 
U.  S.  88;  Gibhs  v.  Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396;  Cin.,  P.  B.  8.  it 
P.  P.  Co.  V.  Bay  et  al.,  200  U.  S.  179 ;  United  States  v.  Joint 
Traffic  Association,  171  U.  S.  505 ;  Bement  cfe  Sons  v.  National 
Harrow  Co.,  [487]  186  U.  S.  70,  92;  Navigation  Company  v. 
Windsor,  20  Wall.  64,  68 ;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeher^  106 
N.  Y.  473 ;  Tode  v.  Gross,  127  N.  Y.  480 ;  Beal  v.  Chase,  31 
Michigan,  490 ;  Hubbard  v.  Miller,  27  Michigan,  15 ;  National 


SHAWNEE  C0MPBE8S  GO.   V,   ANDERSON.  361 

Argumeat  for  AppeUanta 

Ben.  Co.  v.  Union  Hospital  Go,^  46  Minnesota,  272 ;  yfhitney 
V.  SlaytoUy  40  Maine,  224 ;  Pierce  v.  Fuller ^  8  Massachusetts, 
222;  Richards  v.  Seating  Co.^  87  Wisconsin,  503;  National 
Enameling  <&  Co.  v.  Haveman^  120  Fed.  Rep.  415;  United 
States  V.  Addyston  P.  dk  S.  Co.,  29  C.  C.  A.  141 ;  S.  C,  85 
Fed.  Rep.  271 ;  Davis  v.  Booth,  131  Fed.  Rep.  31,  37 ;  S.  (7., 
127  Fed.  Rep.  871;  In  re  Greene,  52  Fed.  Rep.  104;  Chicago, 
St.  L.  €&€.  By  Co.  V.  Pullman,  139  U.  S.  79 ;  Jarvis  et  al.  v. 
Knapp,  121  Fed.  Rep.  39;  Booth  et  al.  v.  Davis,  127  Fed. 
Rep.  871,  and  cases  cited ;  Carter  y.  AUing,  43  Fed.  Rep.  208 ; 
Harrison  v.  Refining  Co.,  116  Fed.  Rep.  304 ;  State  v.  Ship- 
pers Compress  <&c.  Co.,  95  Texas,  603 ;  S.  C,  69  S.  W.  Rep.  58. 

The  statutes  of  Oklahoma  expressly  authorize  a  contract  of 
this  character.  Wilson's  Revised  and  Anifotated  Statutes  of 
Oklahoma,  §§  819,  820. 

Both  of  these  statutes  were  adopted  from  the  statutes  of 
California  and  have  been  frequently  construed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  that  State.  Brown  v.  Kling,  101  California, 
295;  Gregory  v.  Speiker,  110  California,  150;  Bagsdale  v. 
Nagle,  106  California,  332;  City  Carpet  Beating  Ac.  Works 
V.  Jones,  102  California,  506;  Vulcan  Powder  Company  v. 
Hercules  Powder  Company,  96  California,  510. 

Under  these  sections  of  the  statute  one  who  leases  a  com- 
press and  its  good  will  may  enter  into  a  contract  to  refrain 
from  carrying  on  a  similar  business  within  a  specified  county. 
The  contract  of  lease  in  controversy  limits  such  competition 
to  fifty  miles. 

The  evidence  did  not  disclose  whether  a  radius  of  fifty 
miles  would  have  carried  it  without  the  boundaries  of  the 
county  or  not,  but  if  fifty  miles  was  an  excessive  restriction, 
the  excess  only  was  invalid  and  the  restriction  might  be 
enforced  within  the  limits  of  the  law. 

[488]  Such  a  contract  being  valid  could  not  serve  as  a  basis 
for  concluding  that  it  would  be  against  public  policy  by 
creating  an  unnecessary  restraint  of  trade,  preventing  com- 
petition and  creating  a  monopoly. 

The  court  below  overlooked  a  well  recognized  principle 
which  would  control  in  any  event  in  the  disposition  of  this 
case.    If  the  Gulf  Compress  Company  itself  was  a  monopoly, 
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the  Shawnee  Compress  Company  could  not  for  that  reason 
prevent  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  sale  or 
lease,  and,  a  priori^  the  minority  stockholders  could  not  inter- 
pose to  prevent  such  performance.  Trenton  Pottery  Co.  v. 
Olyphant^  51  N.  J.  E.  607;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeher^ 
106  N.  Y.  473;  Metcalf  v.  American  School  Furniture  Co.^ 
122  Fed.  Rep.  115-120;  Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.^ 
184  U.  S.  647;  WtOoughhy  v.  Chicago  Junction  Ry.  Co.,  50 
N.  J.  656. 

Mr.  James  R.  Keaton  and  Mr.  Andrew  Wilson,  with  whom 
Mr.  John  W.  Shartel,  Mr.  Frank  Wells,  and  Mr.  Noel  W. 
Barksdale  were  on  the  brief,  for  appellees : 

The  contract  of.  lease  from  the  Shawnee  Compress  Com- 
pany to  the  Gulf  Compress  Company,  of  April  26,  1905, 
tended  to  create  a  combination  unreasonably  in  restraint  of 
trade,  the  prevention  of  competition  and  the  establishment 
of  a  monopoly,  therefore  being  against  public  policy.  26 
Stat  at  Large,  209,  c.  647,  §  3;  Wilson's  Statutes  of  Okla- 
homa, §§  819,  820.  The  contract  is  illegal  under  the  com- 
mon law,  also,  which  declares  all  contracts  in  unreasonable 
restraint  of  trade  to  be  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void. 

Under  the  act  of  Congress  above  referred  to  not  only  con- 
tracts in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  but  every  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade  is  condemned.  See  Pocahontis  Coke  Co. 
V.  Powhatan  Coal  d;c.  Co.,  60  W.  Va.  508 ;  S.  C.  56  S.  E. 
Rep.  264;  Addyston  Pipe  cfe  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States,  175 
U.  S.  211. 

In  view  of  the  evidence,  it  certainly  can  not  be  said  that 
any  portion  of  the  lease  would  unquestionably  have  been 
entered  into  regardless  of  the  provisions  for  illegal  restraint 
and  hence  [429]  the  entire  contract  must  fall.  Okla.  Stat. 
1893,  §  810;  Wilson's  Ann.  Stat.  §  767;  Bishop  v.  Palmer, 
146  Massachusetts,  469;  Western  Wooden-Ware  Assn.  v. 
Starkey,  84  Michigan,  76;  Saratoga  Co.  Bank  v.  King,  44 
N.  Y.  87;  Consumers^  OH  Co.  v.  Nunnemxiker,  142  Indiana, 
660 ;  More  v.  Bonnet,  40  California,  251 ;  Frost  v.  More,  40 
California,  347. 

A  contract  based  upon  several  considerations,  one  of  which 
is  unlawful,  is  void.    Edwards  Co.  v.  Jennings,  89  Texas, 
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618;  Gage  v.  Fisher,  5  N.  D.  297;  CoUins  v.  Merrell  (Ky.), 
2  Met.  163 ;  St.  L.  J.  <6  Co.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mathers,  104  Illi- 
nois, 257. 

Furthennore,  these  provisions,  in  connection  with  the  un- 
disputed testimony  to  the  effect  that  one  of  his  purposes  in 
procuring  the  execution  of  said  lease  on  behalf  of  the  Gulf 
Compress  Company  was  to  prevent  unreasonable  or  unneces- 
sary competition,  renders  the  entire  lease  contract  void, 
under  §  3  of  the  Sherman  law  which  applies  to  trade  and 
commerce  within  the  Territories  as  well  as  to  interstate  com- 
merce. Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S. 
196;  Western  Wooden-Ware  Association  v.  Starhey,  84 
Michigan,  76;  Santa  Clara  Vol.  M.  <&  L.  Co.  v.  Hayes,  76 
California,  387;  Pacific  Factor  Co.  v.  Adler,  90  California, 
110;  Anheuser-Busch  v.  Houck,  88 /Texas,  184;  State  v.  Dis- 
tilling  Co.,  29  -Nebraska,  700. 

Mr.  Justice  McKenna,  after  making  the  foregoing  state- 
ment, delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory,  in  its  opinion,  dis- 
cussed only  two  of  the  questions  urged  upon  its  consideration, 
to  wit  (1)  the  legal  power  of  the  Shawnee  Compress  Com- 
pany to  execute  the  lease;  and  (2)  the  purpose  in  its  execu- 
tion to  secure  a  monopoly  of  the  business  of  compressing 
cotton  and  to  unlawfully  restrict  competition.  Of  the  first 
the  court  said: 

''We  find  no  express  authority  to  lease  set  ont  In  the  articles  of 
Incorporation,  bnt  we  are  nevertheless  of  the  opinion  the  weight  of 
authority  is  that  when  a  strictly  private  corporation  finds  it  can  not 
profitably  continue  operations  it  may  lawfully  make  a  lease  of  Its 
entire  property  for  a  term  of  years." 

[430]  The  court  cited  cases,  and  continued  (p.  238)  : 

"It  is  only  when  such  exigencies  exist  as  necessitate  or  render 
appropriate  such  or  similar  action  that  the  right  can  be  exercised." 

And  it  was  observed  that  while  there  was  no  special  find- 
ing of  fact "  in  that  regard  by  the  trial  court,  yet  this  feature 
must  necessarily  have  been  considered,  in  the  light  of  the 
evidence  introduced  at  the  trial,  and  the  judgment  based 
thereon." 

10870'— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1.  vol  3 2A 
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The  court  further  said  that  it  found  ^^  ample  authority  in 
the  record  for  that  action,"  and,  following  the  rule  '^  often 
reiterated,"  the  court  further  said,  '^  it  must  hold  that  where 
the  record  contains  some  evidence  to  support  the  finding  of 
the  trial  court,"  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed. 

The  ruling  sustaining  the  power  of  the  Shawnee  Company 
to  execute  the  lease  is  attacked  by  appellees,  but  we  do  not 
find  it  necessary  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it,  on  account 
of  the  view  we  entertain  of  the  second  proposition. 

In  passing  on  the  second  proposition  the  Supreme  Court 
decided  adversely  to  the  view  taken  by  the  trial  court  The 
court  therefore  must  either  have  considered  that  there  was 
not  some  evidence  supporting  the  conclusions  of  fact  of  the 
trial  court  or  must  have  deemed  the  principles  of  law  which 
the  trial  court  upheld  M^ere  not  sustained  by  its  conclusion 
of  fact.  As  our  review,  in  the  nature  of  things,  is  confined 
to  determining  whether  the  court  below  erred,  it  follows  that 
our  revie^ring  power  under  the  circumstances  is  coincident 
with  the  authority  to  review  possessed  by  the  court  below, 
and  therefore  we  are  confined,  as  was  the  court  below,  to 
determining  whether  there  was  some  evidence  supporting  the 
findings  and  whether  the  facts  found  were  adequate  to  sus- 
tain the  legal  conclusions.  Southern  Pine  c6  Lumber  Go.  v. 
Ward,  208  U.  S.  126. 

The  court,  in  its  opinion,  gives  a  summary  of  the  plead- 
ings and  states  the  salient  points  of  the  lease  to  be  that  it 
conveys  all  of  the  property  of  the  Shawnee  Company  to  the 
Gulf  Company,  that  the  Shawnee  Company  covenants  that 
it  will  not  "  directly  or  indirectly  engage  in  the  compressing 
of  cotton  [431]  within  fifty  miles  of  any  plant  operated 
by  the"  Gulf  Company,  and  that  the  Shawnee  Company 
"  agrees  and  pledges  "  to  the  Gulf  Company  "  its  good  will, 
moral  and  legal  support,  and  that  it,  individually  and  col- 
lectively, will  render  the  '  Gulf  Company '  every  assistance 
in  discouraging  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  competition." 
And  from  the  evidence  the  court  deduces  the  following  con- 
clusions (p.  236) : 

"  It  further  apjMjars  from  the  evidence  at  the  trial  that  C.  O.  Han- 
son iB  the  inesident  of  both  the  Atlanta  Compress  Company  and  the 
Gulf  Compress  Company,  being  a  stockholder  in  each,  and  Is  the  one 
who  ne^otintod  the  lease  in  question.    That  the  Atlanta  Oompress 
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Company  operates  In  the  States  of  Alabama,  Georgia  and  Florida,  and 
was  organized  and  is  owned  and  controlled  solely  by  the  carriers  for 
their  benefit  That  the  board  of  directors  and  stockholders  of  said 
corporation  are  composed  entirely  of  railroad  officials.  That  the 
Atlanta  Ck)mpany  controls  the  operation  of  twenty-flve  plants.  That 
the  Gnlf  Compress  Company  is  a  close  corporation,  chartered  in  Mo- 
bile, Alabama,  and  operating  in  the  States  of  Alabama,  Mississippi, 
Tennessee,  Louisiana,  Arkansas,  Indian  Territory  and  Oidahoma,  and 
controlling  the  operation  of  twenty-seven  compresses  in  those  States, 
located  at  various  points  therein.  That  none  of  the  Gulf  Company*s 
plants  and  the  Atlanta  Company's  compresses  are  operated  at  the 
same  points. 

"It  is  further  disclosed  by  the  evidence  that  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Gulf  Company,  as  originally  incorporated,  was  $25,000,  but  that 
it  has,  within  the  past  year,  been  increased  to  one  million  dollars,  of 
which  $600,000  is  treasury  stock.  That  its  field  of  operation  has 
been  rapidly  extended  from  Alabama  to  all  the  cotton-growing  terri- 
tory ;  that  it  is  at  the  present  time  engaged  in  the  purchase  or  leasing 
of  compresses  at  various  points,  and,  as  testified  to  by  its  president, 
is  *  prepared  to  buy  or  lease,  whichever  proposition  suits  us  best.'  It 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  negotiations  conducted  by  Mr.  Hanson 
with  Stubbs  and  Beatty  for  the  lease  of  the  Shaw[482]nee  plant  in 
pursuance  of  an  effort  to  avoid,  *  directly  or  indirectly,  the  possibility, 
if  not  probability,  of  unnecessary  and  unreasonable  competition.' 

"  It  is  further  disclosed  by  the  testimony  that  the  carrier  pays  for 
the  compression  of  cotton.  Incorporating  the  cost  thereof  in  its  tariff. 
That  tariffs  for  the  hauling  of  cotton  are  established  by  the  railroads 
as  well  as  hauling  districts  or  territories,  within  which  the  haul  of 
cotton  must  be  one  way,  or  otherwise  the  higher  rate,  denominated 
the  terminal  rate,  applies,  rendering  it  unprofitable  to  ship  to  other 
than  the  established  point  in  the  hauling  district." 

And  the  court  says  that  from  these  facts,  and  others  re- 
ferred to  supporting  them,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
object  of  the  Gulf  Company  and  its  allied  corporation,  the 
Atlanta  Compress  Company,  "is  to  prevent  competition  in 
compression  of  cotton  throughout  the  cotton-producing 
States."  The  court  declared  it  to  be  its  judgment  that  "  not 
only  is  the  enterprise  in  which  the  Gulf  Compress  Company 
is  engaged  an  unlawful  one,  as  now  conducted,  but  the  con- 
tract in  question  in  this  case,  being  made  to  further  its  objects 
and  purposes,  is  void  on  the  ground  that  it  is  in  unreason- 
able restraint  of  trade  and  against  public  policy." 

This  conclusion  is  the  direct  antithesis  of  that  drawn  by 
the  trial  court  and  we  are  brought  to  the  inquiry,  is  it  justi- 
fied? 
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The  evidence  cannot  be  given  in  detail,  and  we  may  say 
at  the  outset  that  there  is  no  question  as  to  its  weight — ^we 
are  not  confronted  with  conflicting  testimonies.  This 
branch  of  the  case  is  constituted  of  the  lease,  principally  of 
the  testimony  of  one  witness,  the  president  of  the  Gulf  Com- 
pany, and  of  facts  which  are  not  disputed.  The  other  testi- 
mony, a  great  deal  of  which  is  documentary,  is  mostly  di- 
rected to  the  financial  condition  of  the  Shawnee  Company  as 
the  inducement  of  the  lease  and  to  the  proceedings  taken  to 
authorize  its  execution.  There  is  also  testimony  directed 
against  the  purpose  and  motives  of  the  appellees,  and  some 
tending  to  show  that  one  of  the  officers  and  stockholders  of 
the  Shawnee  Company  [433]  had  been  loaned  money  by  the 
president  of  the  Gulf  Company,  whereby  control  of  the 
Shawnee  C<xnpany  might  be  obtained  and  the  lease  au- 
thorized.   This,  however,  we  may  put  out  of  view. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  Shaw- 
nee Company  was  financially  embarrassed,  and  its  condition 
might  have  justified  a  lease  of  its  property  if  that  had  been 
all  it  did.  It,  however,  covenanted  for  its  assistance  in  dis- 
couraging competition  against  its  tenant,  and  bound  itself 
not  to  "  directly  or  indirectly  engage  in  the  compressing  of 
cotton  within  fifty  miles  of  any  plant  operated  by  the  tenant." 
So  far  it  covenanted  to  aid  in  the  restraint  of  trade.  It  went 
out  of  the  field  of  competition;  it  covenanted  not  to  enter 
into  that  field  against,  and  it  pledged  itself  to  render  every 
assistance  to  prevent  others  from  entering  it.  And  it  could 
not  misunderstand  the  purpose  for  which  its  lease  was  solic- 
ited. It  was  told  by  the  president  of  the  Gulf  Compress 
Company.  In  a  letter  dated  April  18,  1905,  addressed  to  it 
by  the  president  of  that  company,  among  other  inducements, 
the  following  was  expressed :  "  Our  getting  together  on  a 
lease  proposed  means  the  avoiding  for  each  other,  directly 
or  indirectly,  of  the  possibility,  if  not  probability,  of  unnec- 
essary competition."  And  what  was  the  condition  to  which 
the  Shawnee  Company  contributed?  It  appears  from  the 
letter  just  mentioned  that  the  writer  was  president  of 
two  companies,  which  operated  "  forty  odd  compresses." 
Twenty-seven  of  them,  it  appears  from  the  testimony,  were 
operated  by  the  Gulf  Company,  six  only  of  which  it  owned. 


SHAWNEE  00MPBES8  GO.  V.  ANDEBSON.  867 

Opinion  of  the  Ck>urt. 

Most  of  the  latter  were  acquired  in  the  summer  preceding 
the  lease,  and  the  president  of  the  Gulf  Company  testified 
that  "  we  are  prepared  to  buy  or  lease,  whichever  proposition 
suits  us  best."  To  what  object  was  the  assembling  in  one 
ownership  or  management  so  many  compresses,  and  keeping 
the  means  and  declaring  the  purpose  of  acquiring  more? 
The  answer  would  seem  to  be  obvious.  The  first  eflFect  would 
necessarily  be  the  cessation  of  competition.  If  there 
was  left  a  possibility  of  other  compresses  being  con- 
[434]structed,  it  was  made  less  by  the  power  that  could  be 
opposed  to  them.  The  Gulf  Company  was  a  close  corpora- 
tion, which,  starting  in  Alabama,  rapidly  extended  from 
Alabama  to  all  the  cotton-growing  territory.  These  are 
some  of  the  points  of  the  testimony  which,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  other  testimony,  and  with  the  terms  of  the  lease 
and  the  restriction  upon  the  Shawnee  Company,  support  the 
conclusions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory.  This 
case  presents  something  more  than  the  lease  of  property  by 
the  Shawnee  Company,  induced  or  made  necessary  by  financial 
embarrassment.  It  presents  something  more  than  the  acquisi- 
tion by  the  Gulf  Company  of  another  compress — of  a  mere 
addition  to  its  business.  It  presents  acts  in  aid  of  a  scheme  of 
monopoly.   Svnft  Co.  v.  United  States^  196  U.  S.  375. 

It  does  not  appear  whether  the  Supreme  Court  based  its 
judgment  upon  the  common  law,  the  Sherman  law  act  of 
July  2, 1890,  c.  647, 26  Stat.  209,  or  the  statutes  of  Oklahoma. 
The  appellees  insist  that  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  comes 
from  all  three  sources.  The  Sherman  law  provides  that, 
"  Every  contract,  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  otherwise, 
or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States  or  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
...  is  hereby  declared  illegal."  And  it  has  been  decided 
that  not  only  imreasonable  but  all  direct  restraints  of  trade 
are  prohibited,  the  law  being  thereby  distinguished  from  the 
common  law.  But  it  is  contended  that  it  was  held  in  United 
States  V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association^  166  U.  S.  290, 
and  in  United  States  v.  Join^  Traffic  Association^. Ill  U.  S. 
505,  that  the  sale  of  the  good  will  of  a  business  with  an  accom- 
panying agreement  not  to  engage  in  a  similar  business  was  not 
a  restraint  of  trade  within  the  meaning  of  the  Sherman  Act. 
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Counsel  has  discussed  with  an  affluent  citation  of  cases  the 
principle  which  regulates  such  contracts,  and  insists  that  the 
lease  by  the  Shawnee  Company  conforms  to  such  principle. 
The  principle  is  well  understood.  The  restraint  upon  one 
of  the  parties  must  not  be  greater  than  protection  to  the 
other  1485]  party  requires,  and  it  needs  no  further  explana- 
tion than  is  given  in  Gibha  v.  Baltimore  Ga»  Company^  130 
U.  S.  396.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  recognized 
the  principle,  but  said : 

"Tested  by  the  general  principles  applicable  to  contracts  of  this 
character,  this  agreement  is  far  more  extensive  In  Its  outlook  and 
more  onerous  In  its  intention  than  is  necessary  to  afford  a  fair  pro- 
tection to  the  lessee." 

And  in  this  conclusion  the  statute  of  the  Territory  may 
have  had  its  influence.  That  statute  makes  void  every  con- 
tract by  which  any  one  is  restrained  from  exercising  a  lawful 
profession,  trade  or  business,  except,  however,  that  one  who 
sells  the  good  will  of  a  business  may  agree  with  the  buyer  to 
refrain  from  carrying  on  a  similar  business  within  a  speci- 
fied county,  city  or  part  thereof.  Wilson's  Statutes,  §  §  819, 
820.  It  is  clear  that  the  lease  of  the  Shawnee  Company  to 
the  Gulf  Company  does  not  literally  comply  with  this  re- 
quirement. Whether  it  can  be  limited  by  construction,  as  it 
is  contended  by  appellants  it  can  be,  we  need  not  decide. 
As  written,  it  was,  no  doubt,  considered  with  other  consid- 
erations by  the  court  in  concluding  that  "  the  real,  the  veri- 
table purpose  actuating  the  officers  of  the  Gulf  Compress 
Company,  as  disclosed  by  its  plan  of  operation,  and  as  mani- 
fested by  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  conduct  of  its 
business  and  the  results  of  its  management  by  them  is,  be- 
yond a  reasonable  question,  to  place  within  their  power  the 
control  of  the  compress  industry,  by  purchasing  or  leasing 
those  plants  which  are  advantageously  located  in  each  of  the 
hauling  districts  or  territories  established  by  the  carriers 
(railroads)  in  their  cotton  tariffs.  Within  certain  bound- 
aries the  hauling  must  be  one  way,  and  when  the  Gulf  Com- 
pany seizes  the  strategic  point,  under  its  lease,  competition 
within  that  district  is  annihilated." 

Decree  affirmed. 
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[144]    PENNSYLVANIA   SUGAR  REFINING  CO.  v. 
AMERICAN  SUGAR  REFINING  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.     March  20,  1908.) 

[160  Fed.  Bep.,  144.] 

MoNOFOUES — Interstate  Commebgb — Stjgab  Trust. — The  puichase  of 
a  controlling  interest  in  the  stoclc  of  a  sugar  refining  corporation, 
to  acquire  control  thereof  and  prevent  the  corporation  from  refining 
sugar  in  competition  with  the  purchaser,  that  the  latter  might  con- 
trol the  business  of  refining  sugar  for  sale  in  the  United  States, 
does  not  Involve  a  monopoly  or  combination  in  restraint  of  com- 
merce within  the  state,  in  violation  of  section  7  of  the  Sherman  act 
(Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901.  p. 
3202]),  as  the  manufacture  of  sugar  does  not  constitute  trade  or 
commerce  and  only  incidentally  affects  it* 

Battle  and  Marshall  {Frank  S,  Blacky  H.  Snoicden  Mar- 
shall j  and  John  W,  Hutchinson^  jr.^  of  counsel),  for  plaintiff. 

Henry  B,  Olosson  and  Tompkins  Mcllvaine  {Henry  W. 
Taft  and  John  G.  Johnson^  of  counsel),  for  defendants 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company  and  Parsons. 

Francis  H.  Kinnicuttj  for  defendants  Robinson,  Twigg, 
and  Werner. 

George  H,  Earle^  jr.^  receiver. 

Holt,  District  Judge. 

This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  trial  on 
the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action.  The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania,  with  a  capital  stock  of  $5,000,000;  that  the 
defendant  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  is  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  engaged 
in  the  business  of  importing  raw  sugar,  and  refining  it,  and 
selling  the  refined  sugar;  that  the  plaintiff,  from  1883  till 
1898,  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  importing  raw  sugar, 
refining  it,  and  selling  it;  that  from  1898  to  1901  it  oeased 
to  do  business,  and  that  in  1901  it  conmienced  the  erection 

•  For  opinion  of  Glrcoit  Ck>nrt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (166  Fed. 
254),  see  post,  page  652. 

*  SjUabns  copyrighted,  1006,  by  West  Publishing  Go. 
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of  a  new  and  enlarged  refinery,  which  was  completed  in  1908 ; 
that  about  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the  refinery,  and  be- 
fore it  began  to  do  business,  the  defendant  the  American 
Sugar  Befining  Company,  Gustav  E.  Kissell,  and  certain  of 
the  other  defendants  entered  into  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  between  the  states  and  with  foreign 
countries ;  that  pursuant  to  that  conspiracy  Kissell,  as  agent 
for  the  American  Sugar  Befining  Company,  but  without  dis- 
closing his  principal,  loaned  to  Adolph  Segal  $1,250,000,  and 
took  from  him  as  collateral  security,  among  other  property, 
$2,600,000  of  stock  of  the  plaintiff,  being  a  little  more  than 
half  its  entire  stock,  with  an  agreement  which  provided, 
among  other  things,  that  four  of  the  seven  directors  of  the 
plaintiff  should  resign  and  their  places  be  filled  by  KisselPs 
principal;  that  such  agreement  was  carried  out,  the  four 
directors  resigned,  and  four  persons  selected  by  the  American 
Sugar  Befining  Company  were  elected  in  their  place;  that 
thereupon  the  four  new  directors,  constituting  a  majority  of 
such  board,  pursuant  to  such  conspiracy,  and  by  direction  of 
the  American  Sugar  Befining  [1461  Company,  voted  not  to 
operate  the  plaintiff's  plant  until  the  further  order  of  the 
board;  that  such  plant  has  not  been  operated  since;  that,  as 
a  result  of  such  conspiracy  and  action,  the  plaintiff  has  suf- 
fered damage  in  the  sum  of  $10,000,000 — and  judgment  is 
demanded  for  three-fold  damages,  or  $30,000,000,  as  provided 
in  section  7  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647, 26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202]). 

The  case  of  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  1, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325,  in  my  opinion,  controls  this 
case.  That  was  a  suit  brought  by  the  United  States  against  the 
E.  C.  Knight  Company,  a  Philadelphia  sugar  refining  com- 
pany, and  three  other  Philadelphia  sugar  refining  companies, 
and  the  defendant  in  this  case,  the  American  Sugar  Befining 
Company.  The  charge  in  that  case  was,  in  substance,  that 
the  American  Sugar  Befining  Company  had  purchased  the 
entire  stock  of  the  four  Philadelphia  refining  companies; 
that  the  result  of  that  purchase  was  that  the  American  Sugar 
Befining  Company  had  obtained  a  substantial  monopoly  of 
the  business  of  refining  sugar  in  the  United  States.    The  Su- 


PENNSYLVANIA  8.  B.  CO.  V.  AMEBICAN  8.  B.  CO.        371 

Opinion  of  the  Ck>QTt 

preme  Court  held  that  the  action  would  not  lie;  that  manu- 
facture was  not  trade  or  commerce;  that  the  action  of  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  in  stopping  the  manu- 
facture of  sugar  by  the  Philadelphia  refineries,  only  inci- 
dentally affected  the  sale  of  the  product;  that  Congress  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  pass  laws  to  remedy  injuries  caused  by 
such  action,  and  that  the  states  alone  had  power  to  pass 
such  laws. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that  this  case  differs  from  the 
Knight  case.  It  is  said  that  in  the  Knight  case  the  Amer- 
ican Sugar  Refining  Company  purchased  the  entire  stock  of 
the  Philadelphia  refining  company,  and  had  a  right  to  do 
what  it  chose  with  its  own  property;  but  that  is  not  the 
ground  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court.  That  decision 
is  distinctly  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  Sherman  Act 
only  prohibits  contracts  or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  between  the  states,  and  that  it  has  no  applica- 
tion to  a  case  where  all  that  has  occurred  is  to  stop  manu- 
facture. 

It  is  urged  that  the  authority  of  the  Knight  case  has  been 
modified  by  subsequent  decisions,  particularly  the  Northern 
Securities  case,  193  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679, 
and  the  very  recent  case  of  Loewe  v.  Lawlar,  208  U.  S.  274, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  holding  that  a  labor  union 
boycott  may  be  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  under 
the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act.  I  have  examined  carefully 
those  decisions,  and  I  cannot  see  anything  in  them  which 
would  justify  me  in  declining  to  follow  the  decision  in  the 
Knight  case. 

This  suit  is  obviously  brought  upon  the  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act,  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  admitted  upon  the 
argument  that,  in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings,  the 
plaintiff  must  recover  upon  that  act,  and  could  not  recover 
upon  any  other  theory  of  liability.  In  my  opinion,  no 
amendment  can  be  made  to  the  complaint  which  will  make  it 
good  so  long  as  it  is  based  on  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act 
The  citizenship  of  some  of  the  defendants  does  not  distinctly 
appear.  If  in  fact  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  this  case 
on  the  ground  of  the  diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties,  the 
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plaintiff  may  desire  to  amend  the  com [146] plaint  and  pro- 
ceed upon  some  theory  of  equitable  liability,  in  which  case 
the  plaintiff  should  have  the  usual  leave  to  amend. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint 
should  be  granted,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  the 
complaint  within  30  days,  upon  payment  of  costs. 


[184]     AMERICAN  BANANA  CO.  v.  UNITED 

FRUIT  C0.« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    March  4,  1908.) 

[IGO  Fed.  Rep.,  184.] 

Evidence — Official  Documents — Political  Questions. — In  a  suit  In- 
Yolving  complainant's  right  to  certain  lands  in  Costa  Rico  of  which 
complainant  had  been  deprived  by  that  government  at  the  alleged 
Instigation  of  defendant,  a  certified  copy  of  a  letter  written  by  the 
United  States  Secretary  of  State  with  reference  to  Costa  Bico's 
jurisdiction  over  the  territory,  which  the  United  States  claimed  be- 
longed to  Panama,  was  admissible  as  an  official  document  consti- 
tuting a  statement  of  the  position  of  the  United  States  on  a  political, 
nonjudicial  question.* 

International  Law — Rights  of  Citmen — Governmental  Tobts— 
Damaged. — Where  plaintiff,  a  corporation  of  the  United  States,  was 
ejected  from  certain  land  and  other  property  over  which  the  gov- 
ernment of  Costa  Rico  was  exercising  de  facto  authority  by  soldiers 
and  officers  of  such  government,  whose  acts  were  subsequently  rati- 
fied by  the  government,  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  a  civil  suit  in 
the  United  States  against  defendant  therefor  on  the  ground  that 
such  governmental  acts  were  inspired  by  defendant,  since  there  was 
but  one  tort,  and,  as  the  government  of  Costa  Rico  could  not  be 
sued,  no  action  could  be  maintained  against  defendant. 

Same — Damages — Pbospective  Profits. — Where,  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  ejecting  plaintiff  from  a  plantation  in  Costa  Rico,  the  court 
could  not  give  Judgment  on  the  validity  of  the  original  taking  of 
plaintifiTs  plantation  because  it  was  a  governmental  act,  It  could 
not  award  damages  for  the  loss  of  projective  profits  resiiltlng 
from  such  taking. 

•  For  opinion  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (166  Fed.  Rep. 
261),  see  post,  p.  663. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1908,  by  West  Publishing  0*. 
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Monopolies — Shxbman  Law — Deprivation  of  Pbomts. — Sherman  Act, 
Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  §  7,  26  Stat.  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p. 
3202),  authorizing  recovery  of  treble  damages,  accruing  through  an 
unlawful  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce, gives  no  right  of  action  to  one  who  is  not  deprived  of  his 
existing  profits,  trade,  or  commerce  by  the  formation  or  action  of  an 
unlawful  combination  or  monopoly,  but  is  merely  prevented  from 
embarking  on  a  new  enterprise  by  the  threatening  aspect  of  an 
already  existing  monopoly  or  combination. 

Same — ^Agts  in  Foreign  Countries. — ^That  the  banana  market  of  Cen- 
tral America  or  some  portions  thereof  has  been  closed  to  plaintiff 
because  defendant  offered  higher  prices  to  producers  than  did  any 
one  else,  and  so  obtained  long-term  contracts  for  the  exclusive  pur- 
chase of  the  producers'  product,  did  not  constitute  a  violation  of 
the  Sherman  Act  prohibiting  combinations,  monopolies,  etc. 

Same — Enticement  of  BmplotAs. — ^That  defendant  had  enticed  or 
sought  to  entice  away  plaintiff's  employes  and  to  oppress  such  of 
defendant's  own  employes  as  presumed  to  buy  stock  in  plaintiff 
company,  its  business  rival,  did  not  of  itself  constitute  a  violation  of 
the  Sherman  Act,  prohibiting  combinations  and  monopolies,  so  as  to 
entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  damages  on  that  ground  alone. 

[186]  Oarsierb;— Duty  to  Furnish  Transportation. — Where  plain- 
tiff sought  to  establish  his  banana  business  in  Central  America, 
and  expended  considerable  money  in  his  plant,  it  was  engaged  in 
foreign  commerce  when  it  began  to  move  men,  material,  and  sup- 
plies to  and  from  the  United  States  and  Central  American  ports  In 
fartherance  of  Its  business,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  compel 
defendant  to  furnish  transportation  facilities  on  the  same  terms 
that  defendant  furnished  such  facilities  to  others. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  3, 
p.  2883.] 

At  law.  This  cause,  brought  under  section  7  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  (Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  3202] ),  having  been  called  and  a  jury  impaneled, 
defendant  moved  to  dismiss  on  the  pleadings. 

Wheeler^  Cortis  and  Haight^  Everett  P.  Wheeler^  and  Hor- 
ace E,  Deming^  for  plaintiff. 

Strong  and  Cadwalader^  Moorfield  Storey^  and  Henry  W. 
Taft^  for  defendant. 

Hough,  District  Judge. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  motion  it  will  be  assumed  that  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  show  the  following  facts  to  be 
either  well  pleaded  or  capable  of  judicial  cognizance:  In 
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June,  1904,  there  existed  in  the  United  States  a  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  bananas  with  foreign 
nations,  and  defendant  was  an  active  party  in  and  to  such 
combination.  At  the  same  time  defendant  was  either  monop- 
olizing or  attempting  to  monopolize  trade  or  commerce  in 
bananas  with  foreign  nations.  By  these  assumptions  it  is  not 
intended  to  intimate  any  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  all 
the  allegations  in  respect  of  combination  or  monopoly.  On 
March  SO,  1899  (the  alleged  date  of  the  organization  of 
defendant),  and  continuously  since  that  time,  the  plaintiff 
has  been  a  corporation  duly  organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  Alabama,  and  formed  for  the  purpose  of  importing 
bananas  into  the  United  States  from  Central  and  South 
America ;  this  is  the  only  business  of  the  plaintiff  shown  in 
the  complaint.  In  June,  1904,  one  McConnell  was  in  peace- 
able possession  of  a  certain  plantation,  which  was  and  is 
wholly  situated  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Republic  of 
Panama,  as  previously  delimited  by  the  arbitration  of  Presi- 
dent Loubet  of  France.  Prior  to  June,  1904,  plaintiff  had  not 
actually  engaged  in  the  banana  business,  or  any  productive 
business  whatever.  In  that  month  and  year  it  acquired 
McConnell's  right  to  his  plantation,  as  also  his  right  to  con- 
struct and  intention  to  build  a  railway,  to  bring  the  produce 
of  said  plantation  to  tide  water.  At  that  time  McConnell  had 
a  grant  or  concession  from  the  Republic  of  Panama  or  its 
predecessor  sovereign,  to  construct  said  railway,  which  con- 
cession was  assignable  and  actually  assigned.  Later  in  1904 
the  executive  department  of  the  government  of  Costa  Rico, 
acting  through  officials  (either  military  or  civil)  and  soldiers 
in  its  service,  forcibly  ejected  plaintiff  from  the  plantation  in 
question,  or  the  most  important  portion  thereof,  and  seized 
vi  et  armis  plaintiff's  personal  property  situated  there  or 
thereabouts,  including  especially  the  material  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  aforesaid  [186]  railroad.  Such  ejection  of 
plaintiff  from  the  real  estate  in  question,  and  such  seizure  of 
personalty  was  perpetrated  by  the  Corta  Rican  officials  and 
soldiers  aforesaid  at  the  instigation,  suggestion,  and  procure- 
ment of  defendant,  and  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  plain- 
tiff from  reaping  the  fruits  of  its  investment  in  land  and  per- 


AMERICAN  BANANA  CO.   V.  UNITED  FBUIT  CO.         375 

Opinion  of  the  Oourt 

sonalty,  and  in  order  to  prevent  it  from  harvesting  bananas 
from  its  plantation,  and  transporting  the  same  to  the  United 
States  in  competition  with  defendant's  own  importations. 
Whether  or  not  an  order  for  the  seizure  aforesaid  was  given 
by  the  supreme  governmental  authority  of  Costa  Rico  before 
seizure  made,  the  conduct  of  said  soldiers  and  oflScials  was 
approved  and  ratified  by  the  government  of  Costa  Rico,  and 
the  seizure  and  occupation  aforesaid  continued  by  the  au- 
thority of  said  government  down  to  the  time  of  the  beginning 
of  this  suit. 

Before  the  transfer  of  the  plantation  in  question  to  plain- 
tiff, a  certain  action  had  been  begun  in  a  court  of  Costa  Rico 
seeking  to  establish  title  to  said  plantation,  or  to  the  most 
important  portion  thereof,  in  one  Astua,  a  citizen  of  Costa 
Rico.  In  that  suit  such  proceedings  were  had  that  after 
said  transfer  of  the  said  plantation  a  judgment  or  decree 
was  entered  declaring  title  to  be  in  said  Astua.  Such  judi- 
cial proceedings  were  taken  at  the  instigation  or  for  the  bene- 
fit of  this  defendant  with  the  purpose  of  preventing  plaintiff 
from  gathering  bananas  from  the  land  in  question,  and  ex- 
porting them  to  the  United  States  in  competition  with  de- 
fendant's imports,  and,  shortly  after  said  decree  passed 
Astua's  title  was  transferred  to  a  corporation  allied  with  and 
controlled  by  defendant,  and  identified  with  the  unlawful 
combination  and  monopoly  aforesaid.  Said  proceedings  of 
the  civil  or  military  officials  of  Costa  Rico,  and  of  the  sol- 
diers of  that  government  and  of  the  court  thereof,  were  taken 
in  pursuance  of  an  asserted  right  of  sovereignty  over  the 
plantation  in  question,  or  the  principal  portion  thereof,  and 
over  the  land  on  which  the  plaintiff's  personal  property 
aforesaid  was  physically  situated;  and  such  assertion  of 
sovereignty  so  as  aforesaid  made  is  irreconcilable  with  said 
delimination  of  boundaries  between  Panama  and  Costa  Rico 
made  by  President  Loubet  in  pursuance  of  an  international 
arbitration  agreement.  Despite  protests  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  of  the  United  States,  made  to  the  government 
of  the  Republic  of  Panama,  Cost  Rico  down  to  the  time  of 
the  beginning  of  this  suit  maintained  de  facto  jurisdiction 
and  sovereignty  over  the  plantation  in  question  and  the  land 
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on  which  the  aeiznre  of  said  personal  property  was  made. 
By  reason  of  the  facts  so  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this 
motion,  plaintiff  has  never  exported,  gathered,  cut,  or  har- 
vested any  bananas  from  the  plantation  in  question,  and  has 
never  as  matter  of  fact  at  any  time  entered  upon  or  engaged 
in  trade  or  commerce  in  bananas.  Both  Costa  Kico  and 
Panama  are  sovereign  independent  nations,  and  were  so  at 
all  the  times  in  the  complaint  mentioned.  The  action  of 
Costa  Rico  constituted  an  invasion  of  the  territorial  rights 
of  Panama — in  which  invasion,  however,  Panama  has  ac- 
quiesced down  to  the  time  of  the  beginning  of  this  action, 
and  the  fact  of  such  acquiescence  in  the  de  facto  sovereignty 
of  Costa  Kico  over  the  premises  in  question  has  been  recog- 
nized by  the  Department  of  State  of  the  United  States. 

[187  J  For  the  purpose  of  preventing  competition  in  the  ex- 
portation of  bananas  from  Costa  Rico  and  Panama  the  de- 
fendant, by  outbidding  all  other  competitors,  has  secured 
long-term  contracts  with  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  producers  of 
this  fruit  in  that  region.  Defendant  has  also  caused  to  be 
established  a  transportation  line  between  ports  of  the  United 
States  and  the  region  where  this  plantation  lies.  Such  trans- 
portation line  holds  itself  out  as  a  common  carrier,  but  has 
refused  to  accept  from  this  plaintiff  lawful  merchandise, 
and  when  it  did  not  so  refuse  charged  the  plaintiff  higher 
rates  for  its  service  as  common  carrier  than  it  charged  other 
persons  and  corporations  similarly  situated ;  and,  finally,  de- 
fendant has  sought  to  cripple  and  embarrass  plaintiff  in  its 
attempted  or  intended  business  operations  by  enticing  away 
its  employes  and  threatening  to  discharge  from  its  own  serv- 
ice such  of  its  workmen  as  became  interested  financially  in 
plaintiff's  enterprise.  I  believe  the  foregoing  constitutes  an 
interpretation  of  the  complaint  as  favorable  to  the  plaintiff 
as  could  be  asked  upon  a  general  demurrer. 

In  arriving  at  the  foregoing  statement  of  plaintiff's  posi- 
tion, I  have  examined  the  certified  copy  produced  of  Secre- 
tary Root's  letter  dated  April  16,  1906,  being  of  the  opinion 
that  this  official  document  constitutes  a  statement  of  the  posi- 
tion of  our  own  government  upon  a  political  and  non-judicial 
question,  and  is  therefore  open  to  judicial  cognizance  within 
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Janes  v.  United  States^  187  U.  S.  202,  11  Sup.  Ct  80,  34  L. 
Ed.  691,  approved  in  Paquete  Hahana^  175  U.  S.  696,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  290,  44  L.  Ed.  320.  The  communications  from  Gov- 
ernor Magoon  also  handed  up  at  the  hearing  have  not  been 
regarded,  as  they  contain  no  more  than  information  concern- 
ing the  attitude  of  foreign  governments  which  might  or 
might  not  be  accepted  by  our  own  Secretary  of  State. 

1.  The  important  question  of  law  presented  by  the  above 
statement  is  whether  any  damages  can  be  recovered  or  any 
action  brought  in  this  court  for  the  ejection  of  plaintiff  from 
its  plantation  and  the  seizure  of  its  personal  property.  Plain- 
tiff asserts  as  the  first  step  in  establishing  its  demands  that 
this  court  must  hold  that  the  property  was  in  Panama ;  that 
being  established,  the  seizure  and  ejection  becomes  as  unau- 
thorized as  the  acts  of  a  sheriff  outside  his  bailiwick  when 
armed  only  with  local  process ;  and  it  follows  that  defendant 
as  a  joint  tort-feasor  is  liable  equally  with  the  offending 
Costa  Bicans.  Let  it  be  assumed  that  a  tort  was  committed ; 
that  such  tort  is  within  the  purview  of  section  7  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c  647, 26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  3202] ) ,  that  both  this  defendant  and  the  Costa 
Rican  officials  would  be  liable  to  civil  suits  were  such  tortious 
act  committed  in  the  United  States,  and  that  the  cause  of 
action  is  transitory — ^the  inquiry  still  remains,  who  actually 
deprived  plaintiff  of  its  property  ?  The  answer  is  clear — the 
Republic  of  Costa  Rico,  by  either  originally  directing  or  sub- 
sequently ratifying  the  acts  of  certain  executive  officers.  The 
ratification  is  equivalent  to  prior  authorization,  on  which 
point  Buron  v.  Denman^.2  Ex.  167,  is  sufficient  authority. 
This  case  was  not  overruled  or  doubted  in  Baird  v.  Walker 
[L.  R.  1892]  App.  Cases,  491.  The  sole  question  in  this  later 
judgment  was  whether  an  officer  of  the  crown  could  by 
[188J  virtue  of  some  treaty  obligation  entered  into  after  an- 
other subject  acquired  property  rights  destroy  such  fellow 
subject's  property  without  being  answerable  therefor.  If  the 
act  complained  of  was  done  by  Costa  Rico,  it  is  of  no  moment 
that  the  defendant  and  that  republic  were  joint  tort-feasors. 
There  was  but  one  tort,  and  if  one  offender  can  be  sued,  it  is 
of  the  essence  of  the  doctrine  that  the  other  must  be  equally 
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suable.  But  neither  Costa  Rico  nor  its  officers  could  be 
brought  into  our  courts,  for  reasons  fully  and  forcibly  set 
forth  by  Wallace,  J.,  in  UnderhiU  v.  Hernandez,  66  Fed.  681, 
13  C.  C.  A.  61,  38  L.  R.  A.  406,  affirmed  168  U.  S.  260, 18  Sup. 
Ct.  88,  42  L.  Ed.  466. 

No  opinion  is  here  expressed  as  to  whether  the  cause  of 
action  be  local  or  not,  or  whether  within  the  reasonable  inter- 
pretation of  section  7  the  act  of  seizure  was  ^  anything  for- 
bidden or  declared  to  be  unlawful "  by  the  Sherman  Act. 
The  case  last  cited  renders  the  plaintiff's  claim  untenable  by 
civil  action  in  any  American  court,  and  on  grounds  of  the 
highest  public  policy.  It  is  impossible  to  adjudicate  this 
matter  without  sitting  iii  judgment  on  the  right  of  Costa 
Rico  to  do  what  was  done.  The  defendant's  malice,  inten- 
tion, or  expected  profit  is  no  more  important  than  are  similar 
considerations  in  an  action  for  false  arrest — ^before  the  ille- 
gality of  the  arrest  be  demonstrated.  There,  as  here,  it  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  court's  jurisdictional  power  to  determine 
the  validity  and  legality  of  the  governmental  action  out  of 
which  the  suit  grows ;  and  this  court  has  no  power  to  sit  in 
judgment  on  the  validity  or  legality  of  the  act  of  any 
sovereign  independent  nation. 

2.  The  complainant  specifically  demands  as  damages  pro- 
spective profits — profits  that  would  have  flowed  from  the 
uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  its  plantation  and  railway,  and 
to  be  obtained  by  harvesting  (in  years  after  1904)  its  ripened 
crops,  exporting  the  same  to  the  United  States,  and  there  sell- 
ing bananas  without  the  monopolistic  oppression  or  competi- 
tion of  defendant.  If  this  court  can  not  give  judgment  on  the 
validity  of  the  original  taking  of  the  plantation,  it  certainly 
can  not  award  damages  for  the  result  of  the  taking.  But 
apart  from  that  difficulty,  it  appears  that  never  did  plaintiff 
enjoy  or  possess  any  trade  or  commerce  in  bananas  from  the 
plantation  in  question;  and,  remembering  that  this  is  an 
action  under  the  Sherman  law,  I  remain  of  the  opinion  that 
that  statute  gives  no  right  of  action  to  one  who  is  not  de- 
prived of  his  existing  profits,  trade,  or  commerce  by  the 
formation  or  action  of  an  unlawful  combination  or  monopoly, 
but  merely  prevented  from  embarking  upon  a  new  enterprise 
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by  the  threatening  aspect  of  an  ahready  existing  monopoly  or 
combination.  Thompson  v.  Union  Oaatle  8.  8.  Oo.  (G.  C.) 
149  Fed.  983.  And  Uiis  is  in  accord  with  the  general  role  of 
speculative  damages,  especially  in  actions  of  tort  Dudley 
v.  Briffgs,  141  Mass.  582,  6  N.  E.  717,  55  Am.  Bep.  494.  A 
citizen  who  finds  a  desirable  avenue  of  business  activity 
closed,  for  reasons  obnoxious  to  the  Sherman  Act  may  pray 
the  department  of  justice  to  remove  the  unlawful  obstruc- 
tion ;  but  he  has  suffered  no  actual  pecuniary  damage  by  be- 
ing thwarted  in  what  he  would  like  to  do  at  some  future  time. 
[189]  3.  Plaintiff  further  shows  that  the  banana  market 
of  Central  America,  or  some  portion  thereof,  has  been  closed 
to  it  because  defendant  offered  higher  prices  to  producers 
than  did  any  one  else,  and  so  obtained  long  contracts  for 
the  exclusive  purchase  of  their  product.  I  fail  to  see  that 
this  procedure,  so  beneficial  to  the  producer  is  obnoxious  to 
any  section  of  the  statute  in  question,  even  if  the  transactions 
occurred  in  the  United  States.  It  is  still  more  difficult  to 
conceive  how  a  procedure  which  affects  only  bananas  growing 
in  Central  America  can  be  said  to  be  affected  by  any  law 
passed  in  pursuance  of  a  power  to  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations  and  between  the  several  states. 

4.  It  is  further  shown  that  defendant  has  enticed  or  sought 
to  entice  away  plaintiff's  employes,  and  oppressed,  or  sought 
to  oppress,  such  of  its  own  employes  as  presumed  to  buy  stock 
in  plaintiff's  company.  These  proceedings,  however  unfair 
and  inmioral,  are  not  in  and  of  themselves  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful  by  the  Sherman  act,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  a  cause  of  action  can  be  built  upon  these  acts  alone.  I 
cannot  regard  it  as  more  than  a  statement  of  evidence,  which 
may  well  be  used  in  explaining  or  proving  the  operation  if 
not  the  formation  of  the  alleged  combination  and  monopoly. 

5.  Plaintiff's  case  finally  rests  upon  the  statement  that 
defendant's  transportation  line,  while  acting  as  a  common 
carrier,  discriminated  against  plaintiff.  The  really  serious 
question  raised  by  this  motion  should  in  fairness  have  been 
long  ago  presented  by  demurrer,  and  on  this  motion  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  great  laxity  in  interpreting  its  pleadings.  Re- 
garded as  an  independent  cause  of  action,  I  greatly  doubt 
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whether  it  is  sufficiently  pleaded.  Yet  it  is  true  that  al- 
though the  plaintiff  never  harvested  nor  exported  bananas, 
it  had  a  business  by  way  of  preparation.  It  expended  con- 
siderable  money  in  ite  Central  American  plant;  it  was  en- 
gaged  in  foreign  commerce  when  it  began  to  move  men, 
material,  and  supplies  to  and  from  the  United  States  and 
Central  American  ports;  and  if  the  plaintiff  so  elects  I  will 
hear  testimony  on  this  point. 

This  opinion  is  filed  several  days  before  March  9  in  order 
that  counsel  may  have  an  opportunity  to  consider  it,  and 
decide  before  the  opening  of  court  on  that  day  whether,  inas- 
much as  rulings  in  accordance  herewith  will  exclude  from  the 
consideration  of  the  jury  the  substantial  case  which  plain- 
tiff intended  to  present,  it  be  not  advisable  to  permit  judg- 
ment to  go  for  the  defendant,  that  the  correctness  of  the 
views  here  expressed  may  be  tested  in  the  appellate  court 
promptly  and  at  small  expense. 

Note. — Upon  resumption  of  the  trial  on  March  9,  plain tiif  with- 
drew its  claim  for  damages  arising  from  defendant's  refusal  to  trans- 
port goods  at  f&ir  rates,  and  thereupon  Judgment  dismissing  the 
complaint  passed  in  favor  of  defendant 


[354]  MEEKEK  ET  AL.  v.  LEfflGH  VALLEY  RAIL- 
ROAD CO.« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    June  6, 1908.) 

[162  Fed.  Rep.,  354.] 

Jury — ^Tbial  by  Jury — Nature  of  Action. — An  action  by  a  shipper, 
authorized  by  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  (Act  July  2, 1890.  c.  647, 
I  7.  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3202]),  to  recover  treble 
damages  to  his  business  and  property  by  reason  of  a  conspiracy  and 
combination  by  interstate  carriers  to  charge  excessive  and  unlawful 
rates  for  the  shipmoit  of  coal  from  the  mines  to  tide  water,  was  an 
action  at  law  as  to  which  the  parties  were  entitled  to  a  Jury  trial.* 
[Ed.  Note. — Right  to  trial  by  Jury  in  federal  court,  see  notes  to 
0*Connell  v.  Reed,  6  C.  C.  A.  603 ;  Vany  ▼.  Peirce,  26  C.  C.  A.  528.] 

Carriers — Rates — Interstate   Commerce   Law — Compuance. — Con- 
gress by  Interstate  Commerce  Act  Feb.  4,  1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat  879 


•For  opinion  Circuit  0)urt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (183  Fed. 
Rep.  648)  see  po8t,  page  988. 
*  Syllabns  copyrighted,  1908,  by  West  Pnbllahiiig  Go. 
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(17.  8.  Gomp.  St  1901»  p.  3154),  as  amended  by  Act  June  29,  1906, 
c.  3591,  34  Stat.  584  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  Snpp.  1907,  p.  892),  having 
eatabliahed  the  Interstate  Gonuneroe  Commission  with  plenary 
power  to  determine  in  the  first  instance  what  rates  for  the  trans- 
portation of  interstate  commerce  are  legal  and  reasonable  and  what 
are  illegal  and  ezceaslTe,  It  will  be  presnmed,  in  the  absence  of  aver- 
mentB  to  the  contrary,  that  every  interstate  carrier  has  complied 
with  the  law  by  establishing,  printing,  filing,  publishing,  and  post- 
ing them;  and  hoice  no  action  can  be  maintained  unless  the  com- 
plaint alleges  that  resort  has  been  had  to  the  Interstate  Gommeroe 
Oommission  and  the  rate  charged  and  paid  declared  excessive  or  un- 
reasonable. 
[866]  Saite — PuBADiNo. — In  an  action  for  injuries  to  complainant's 
property  and  business  by  an  alleged  combination  and  conspiracy 
between  interstate  railroads  controlling  the  shipment  of  anthracite 
coal,  an  allegation  that  plaintifTs'  loss  resulted  from  their  being 
obliged  to  pay  "  unlawful  rates  *'  for  the  transportation  of  coal  due 
to  such  combination  and  conspiracy  was  not  effective  to  allege  that 
the  rates  charged  had  been  declared  unlawful  by  the  Interstate  Ck>m- 
merce  Ck>mmission. 

[Ed.  Note. — Jurisdiction  of  federal  courts  of  suits  under  inter- 
state commerce  act,  see  note  to  Bailey  v.  Moaher,  11  C.  O.  A.  318.] 

Same — Statutes — Scope. — ^The  Sherman  anti-trust  law  (Act  Cong. 
July  2.  1890.  c.  647,  §  7,  26  Stat  210  [U.  S.  Ctomp.  St.  1901.  p.  3202] ), 
does  not  give  any  right  of  action  for  damages  sustained  by  the  pay- 
ment of  excessive,  unjust,  or  unreasonable  rates  to  Interstate  car- 
riers, such  relief  being  provided  for  by  the  interstate  commerce  act 

Pleading — Conclusions  of  Law — Dehubbeb. — ^An  allegation  in  a  com- 
plaint against  an  interstate  carrier  that  plaintiffs  had  been  obliged 
to  pay  excessive  and  unlawful  rates  without  any  facts  to  supiK>rt 
the  same  was  a  statement  of  a  mere  conclusion  of  law,  which  was  not 
admitted  by  demurrer. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^Tor  cases  in  point,  see  Gent  Dig.  vol.  39,  Pleading,  S 
527.] 

At  law.  Demurrer  to  complaint  in  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  plaintiffs  by  reason  of 
an  alleged  conspiracy  and  combination  to  raise  the  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  anthracite  coal  between  the  mines  in 
Pennsylvania  and  tide  water  in  New  York  and  New  Jersey, 
and  to  monopolize  the  trade  and  commerce  in  anthracite  coal 
between  the  said  states,  and  obtain  control  of  all  the  coal  in 
P^msylvania,  and  to  raise  the  market  price  therefor  and  to 
compel  independent  shippers  (of  whom  plaintiffs  are  one) 
who  should  continue  to  compete  to  pay  such  excessive  rates 
for  the  transportation  of  anthracite  coal  as  to  prevent  such 
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independent  shippers  from  competing  with  snch  conspirators 
at  any  profit. 

SJieamum  and  Sterling^  for  plaintiffs. 

Alexander  and  Oreen  {Frank  H,  Plattj  of  counsel),  for 
defendant 

Rat,  district  jndge. 

The  bill  of  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  and  combination 
between  certain  parties  to  do  certain  acts,  and  charges  that 
that  it  was  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states  which  is  illegal  and  in 
violation  of  Act  Ck)ng.  July  2,  1890,  a  647,  26  Stat  209 
(U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  entitled  "An  act  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopo- 
lies," and  known  as  the  "  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act,''  and  that, 
"by  reason  of  the  said  C9nspiracy  and  combination,  the 
plaintiffs  have  been  injured  in  their  business  and  property 
by  the  defendant  to  their  damage  in  the  sum  of  $250,000," 
and  demand  judgment  for  three  times  that  sum,  viz.,  $750,000. 

The  complaint  is  more  specific  than  above  stated  in  its  alle- 
gation of  the  damage  sustained  by  reason  of  the  conspiracy 
and  combination  and  its  execution,  and  says: 

"(12)  Pursuant  to  the  said  conspiracy  and  combination  to  obtain 
absolute  control  of  the  market  for  anthracite  coal,  and  to  that  end  to 
make  the  rates  [866]  of  transportation  prohibitory  to  independent 
operators  and  shippers,  the  anthracite  companies  had  prevlonsly  in- 
creased the  percentages  of  the  tide  water  price  which  they  paid  to 
the  owners  of  coal  mining  properties  for  their  coal,  and,  as  a  condition 
for  so  doing,  they  had  also  exacted  from  aU  such  owners  perpetual 
contracts  for  the  delivery  to  the  anthracite  companies  or  companies 
controlled  by  them  of  all  their  coal.  In  this  manner  the  anthracite 
companies  acquired  the  control  of  nearly  all  the  anthracite  coal  mined, 
and  substantially  increased  the  market  prices  therefor  at  the  mines, 
but  they  did  not  obtain  exclusive  control. 

"  (18)  As  a  result  of  the  foregoing  unlawful  acts,  in  which  the  de- 
fendant participated,  the  independent  dealers  and  shippers  wa« 
obliged  to  pay  for  the  larger  sizes  of  coal,  at  the  mines,  a  price  repre- 
senting  65  per  cent  of  the  tide  water  market  prices  for  the  larger 
sises  and  a  price  correspondingly  larger  for  the  smaller  sises,  and  they 
were  required  by  the  anthracite  companies  to  pay  on  the  larger  slses 
of  coal  more  than  85  per  cent  of  the  tide  water  price  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  tach  coal  to  New  York  tide  water  for  the  first  few  yean^  and 
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correspondingly  blgher  rates  on  the  smaller  sizes,  and  th^  are  re- 
quired to  pay  abont  that  percentage  under  the  present  prices  of  coal ; 
so  that,  after  allowing  for  wastage  incidental  to  handling  and  the 
expenses  connected  with  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  coal  to  the  con- 
sumers, the  independent  shippers  have  been  unable  to  ship  coal  to  tiie 
New  York  market  at  the  said  rates,  except  at  a  loss,  and  substantially 
all  of  them  have  been  forced  out  of  business  at  Perth  Amboy  except 
the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs  have  been  obliged  to  pay  excessive  and 
unlawful  rates  upon  all  coal  shipped  by  them  to  tide  water  over  the 
lines  of  the  defendant  While  the  tariff  rates  thus  prescribed  also 
made  it  impossible  for  the  coal  companies  controlled  by  the  anthracite 
companies  to  make  any  profit,  it  has  made  no  difference  in  the  general 
result  to  the  anthracite  companies,  as  what  their  coal  companies  thus 
lost  the  anthracite  companies  gained,  and  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  book- 
keeping between  the  respective  parent  and  puppet  companies." 

The  plaintiffs  do  business  under  the  firm  name  of  ^^  Meeker 
&  Co.,"  and  are  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying,  shipping, 
and  selling  anthracite  coal,  and  since  1898  have  been  shipping 
large  quantities  thereof  over  the  lines  operated  by  the  de- 
fendant from  mines  in  Pennsylvania  to  tide  water  at  Perth 
Amboy,  N.  J.,  and  thence  to  the  New  York  market.  The 
Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company,  a  Pennsylvania  corpoiration, 
is  engaged  in  the  same  business  at  the  same  places.  The  de- 
fendant company  owns  and  controls  its  entire  capital  stock, 
and  the  greater  part  of  the  coal  transported  by  it  since  1899 
was  owned  by  the  coal  company.  Eight  different  railroads 
transport  coal  from  the  anthracite  region  to  New  York  Har- 
bor. These  companies,  directly  or  indirectly,  own  coal  lands 
and  largely  control  the  market  for  anthracite  coal  in  the 
Eastern  market.  These,  except  the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad 
Company,  the  complaint  designates  as  the  "Anthracite  Com- 
panies." Sub-division  6  of  the  complaint  alleges  the  con- 
spiracy as  follows: 

"  (6)  In  or  about  the  year  1899  the  anthracite  companies,  including 
the  def^idant,  conspired  and  combined  together  to  Vaise  the  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  anthracite  coal  between  the  mines  in  Penn- 
sylvania and  tide  water  in  New  Jersey  and  New  York,  and  to  monopo- 
lize the  trade  and  commerce  in  anthracite  coal  between  the  said  states 
and  thereby  to  obtain  control  of  substantially  all  the  anthracite  coal 
in  Pennsylvania  and  to  raise  the  market  price  therefor,  especially  in 
the  New  York  market,  and  to  compel  such  independent  shippers  as 
■hould  continue  to  compete  with  them,  to  pay  such  excessive  rates  for 
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the  transportatton  of  anthracite  coal  as  to  prevent  rach  ahlppers  from 
competing  with  them  at  any  profit;  and  they  have  ever  since  main- 
tained such  conspiracy  and  combination.'* 

[357]  Sub-division  8  reads  as  follows: 

"  (8)  Any  charge  made  by  the  defendant  for  transporting  anthra- 
cite coai  from  the  breakers,  at  the  said  mines  or  ooUieries^  to  tide 
water,  in  excess  of  the  difference  between  the  market  price  at  tide 
water  and  a  sum  representing  the  price  prevailing  at  the  breakers, 
together  with  the  expenses  of  selling  the  coai  and  a  reascmable  allow- 
ance for  interest  and  profits  is  an  unreasonable  and  excessive  and 
unlawful  charge,  because  it  does  not  permit  independent  shippers* 
including  the  plaintiff,  to  sell  coal  except  at  a  loss,  and  has  resulted 
In  enabling  the  anthracite  companies,  owning,  as  they  do,  the  capital 
stock  of  their  subsidiary  coal  companies,  to  drive  nearly  all  inde- 
pendent shippers  out  of  the  market;  for  the  excessive  rates  paid  by 
the  subsidiary  coal  companies  are  received  by  the  anthracite  com- 
panies, respectively,  and  the  apparent  losses  to  the  coal  companies  are 
consequently  only  nominal  as  to  the  anthracite  companies." 

Sub-division  11  reads  as  follows : 

'^  (11)  The  said  anthracite  companies  adopted  the  said  recom- 
mendations made  by  the  said  committee,  and  in  further  execution  of 
the  said  conspiracy  and  combination,  and  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
the  rates  for  the  transportation  of  coal  and  making  it  impossible  for 
all  independent  shippers  or  middlemen,  including  the  plaintiffs,  to 
continue  in  business  and  of  thus  insuring  their  absolute  control  of 
the  anthracite  coal  market  from  August,  1901,  the  anthracite  com- 
panies. Including  the  defendant,  which  prior  to  1901,  as  hereinbefore 
alleged,  had  not  charged  more  than  the  difference  between  the  mar- 
ket price  of  the  coal  at  the  breakers  and  the  price  at  tide  water  for 
transporting  coal,  although  they  had  been  publishing  nominal  tariff 
rates,  began  to  exact  from  all  independent  shippers  a  fixed  charge 
per  ton  for  carrying  coal  to  tide  water  in  excess  of  such  difference  in 
prices,  amounting  to  |1.55  per  ton  for  prepared  coal,  |1.40  per  ton 
for  pea  coal,  $1.25  per  ton  for  buckwheat  coal,  and  |1.10  for  coal 
smaller  than  buckwheat  coal;  but  during  the  said  period  any  charge 
made  by  the  defendaui  for  transporting  anthracite  coal  between  the 
said  points  in  excess  of  |1  per  ton  constituted  an  unreasonable  and  ex- 
cessive charge,  and  the  said  charges  to  the  plaintiffs  were  not  only  far 
in  excess  of  the  value  of  the  services  rendered  and  far  more  than  the 
companies  had  previously  received  for  such  service,  but  they  were  in 
excess  of  the  difference  between  the  prices  realized  for  the  coal  at 
Kew  York  tide  water,  after  allowing  for  the  expenses  of  selling  and 
the  prices  paid  for  it  at  the  mines,  and  constituted  an  excessive,  un- 
reasonable, and  unlawful  charge  for  the  said  services." 
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I  find  in  this  complaint  no  suggestion  that  plaintiffs  have 
purchased  any  coal  at  an  increased  price  because  of  the 
conspiracy  or  alleged  illegal  combination.  The  damages 
charged  are  the  payment  of  an  unreasonable  and  excessive 
charge  or  rate  by  the  defendant  for  transporting  coal  made 
80  by  the  conspiracy  and  combination  aforesaid ;  that  is : 

"And  the  plaintiffs  have  l>een  obliged  to  pay  ezceBsive  and  unlaw- 
fol  rates  upon  coal  shipped  by  them  to  tide  water  over  the  lines  of  the 
defendant" 

This  is  an  action  at  law,  and  the  parties  are  entitled  to  a 
jury  trial.  Concede  the  combination  and  the  conspiracy,  the 
"  purpose  of  raising  the  rate  for  the  transportation  of  coal," 
and  '^  to  raise  the  charges  for  the  transportation  of  anthra- 
cite coal,"  and  that  it  has  been  done,  and  that  plaintiffs  have 
paid  such  increased  rates,  is  a  cause  of  action  alleged? 
There  is  no  allegation  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion has  examined  into  the  matter  and  found,  declared,  or 
adjudged  the  rates  of  transportation  complained  of  and 
charged  by  defendant  company  and  paid  by  plaintiffs  to  be 
either  illegal,  unreason  [868]  able,  or  excessive.  It  is  not 
charged  that  the  matter  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of 
that  commission  in  any  way.  There  is  no  averment  in  the 
complaint  that  the  defendant  and  all  the  anthracite  com* 
panics  did  not  establish,  publish,  and  file  their  rates  for  trans- 
porting coal  as  required  by  law.  The  averment  is  that  they 
did  publish  nominal  tariff  rates. 

The  Sherman  Anti -Trust  Law,  so  called,  declares  (section 
7)  that: 

''Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  re- 
sides or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and 
shall  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs 
of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

The  plaintiffs  must  have  been  injured  in  their  business  or 
property,  and  the  injury  sustained  must  be  charged  in  the 
complaint  by  proper  averment.  Without  injury  the  action 
cannot  be  maintained.    Unless  there  be  an  averment  of  in- 
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jury,  no  cause  of  action  is  stated.    Here  the  allegation  of 
injury  is: 

"The  plaintiffs  taaye  been  obliged  to  pay  excessive  and  unlawful 
rates  upon  all  coal  shipped  by  them  to  tide  water  over  the  lines  of 
the  defendant" 

The  compulsory  payment  of  excessive  and  unlawful  rates 
would,  of  course,  constitute  an  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  in  their 
business  and  property.  But  does  this  complaint  sufficiently 
charge  the  payment  of  excessive  and  unlawful  rates?  It  is 
conceded  that  these  rates  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defend- 
ant company  were  paid  for  the  transportation  of  interstate 
commerce,  coal  transported  by  the  defendant  from  one  state 
to  another.  Act  Feb.  4,  1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat  379  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3154) ,  to  regulate  commerce,  as  amended 
by  Act  June  29,  1906,  c  3591,  34  Stat.  584  (U.  S.  Cbmp.  St 
Supp.  1907,  p.  892),  establishes  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  authorizes  that  commission  to  inquire  fully  into 
the  management  of  the  business  of  all  common  carriers  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  the  act — all  engaged  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce — obtain  from  them  full  and  complete  in- 
formation necessary  to  enable  the  commission  to  perform 
the  duties  and  carry  out  the  objects  for  which  it  was  created. 
Section  13  provides  for  complaints  by  any  person,  firm,  etc 
Section  15  provides  as  follows : 

**  That  the  commlsalon  Is  authorised  and  empowered,  and  It  ahaU  be 
Its  duty,  whenever,  after  full  hearing  upon  a  complaint  made  as  pro- 
vided In  section  thirteen  of  this  act,  or  upon  complaint  of  any  com- 
mon carrier.  It  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  any  of  the  rates,  or  charges 
whatsoever,  demanded,  charged,  or  collected  by  any  common  carrier 
or  carriers,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  persons  or  property  as  defined  In  the  first  section  of  this  act. 
or  that  any  regulations  or  practices  whatsoever  of  such  carrier  or 
carriers  affecting  such  rates,  are  unjust  or  unreasonable,  or  unjustly 
discriminatory,  or  unduly  preferential  or  prejudicial,  or  otherwise  in 
violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  to  determine  and  pre- 
scribe what  will  be  the  just  and  reasonable  rate  or  rates,  charge  or 
charges,  to  be  thereafter  observed  in  such  case  as  the  maximum  to  be 
charged;  and  what  regulation  or  practice  in  respect  to  such  trans- 
portation is  just,  fair,  and  reasonable  to  be  thereafter  f611owed;  and 
to  make  an  order  that  the  carrier  shall  cease  and  desist  from  such 
violation,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  commission  find  the  same  to 
exist,  and  shall  not  thereafter  publish,  demand,  or  [859]  collect  any 
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rate  or  charge  for  such  transportation  In  ezoess  of  the  maTlmnm  rate 
or  charge  so  prescribed,  and  shall  conform  to  the  regulation  or  prac- 
tice so  prescribed.  All  orders  of  the  commission,  except  orders  for 
the  payment  of  money,  shall  take  effect  within  such  reasonable  time, 
not  less  than  thirty  days,  and  shall  continue  in  force  for  such  period 
of  time,  not  exceeding  two  years,  as  shall  be  prescribed  in  the  order  of 
the  commission,  unless  the  same  shall  be  su^)ended  or  modified  or  set 
aside  by  the  commission  or  be  suspended  or  set  aside  by  a  court  of 
competent  Jurisdiction.'* 

Section  6  provides: 

"That  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  file  with  the  commission  created  by  this  act  and  print  and  keep 
open  to  public  inspection  schedules  showing  all  the  rates,  fares,  and 
charges  for  transportation  between  different  points  on  its  own  route 
and  between  points  on  its  own  route  and  points  on  the  route  of  any 
other  carrier  by  railroad,  by  pipe  line,  or  by  water  when  a  through 
route  and  joint  rate  have  been  established.  If  no  joint  rate  over  the 
through  route  has  been  established,  the  several  carriers  in  such 
through  route  shall  file,  print,  and  keep  open  to  public  inspection,  as 
aforesaid,  the  separately  established  rates,  fares  and  charges  applied 
to  the  through  transportation.  The  schedules  printed  as  aforesaid  by 
any  such  common  carrier  shall  plainly  state  the  places  between  which 
property  and  passengers  will  be  carried,  and  shall  contain  the  classifi- 
cation of  freight  in  force,  and  shall  also  state  separately  all  terminal 
charges,  storage  charges,  icing  charges,  and  all  other  charges  which 
the  commission  may  require,  all  privileges  or  facilities  granted  or 
allowed  and  any  rules  and  regulations  which  In  any  wise  change, 
affect,  or  determine  any  part  or  the  aggregate  of  such  aforesaid  rates, 
fares,  and  charges,  or  the  value  of  the  service  rendered  to  the  passen- 
ger, shipper,  or  consignee.  Such  schedules  shall  be  plainly  printed  In 
large  type,  and  copies  for  the  use  of  the  public  shall  be  kept  posted  in 
two  public  and  conspicuous  places  in  every  depot,  station,  or  office  of 
such  carrier  where  passengers  or  freight,  respectively,  are  received 
for  transportation,  in  such  form  that  they  shall  be  accessible  to  the 
public  and  can  be  conveniently  inspected.  The  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  to  all  traffic,  transportation,  and  facilities  defined  in 
this  act** 

While  there  are  other  pertinent  sections  and  paragraphs 
contained  in  the  act,  I  do  not  thinlt  it  necessary  to  recite  or 
refer  to  them. 

It  seems  to  me  very  plain  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  having  full  power  in  the  premises,  has  established 
this  commission,  and  conferred  upon  it  plenary  power  to  de- 
termine, in  the  first  instance  at  least,  what  rates  for  the 
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transportation  of  interstate  commerce  are  legal  and  what  are 
illegal ;  that  is,  what  rates  are  proper  and  just  and  reasonable 
and  what  are  improper,  unjust,  excessive,  and  consequently, 
when  so  declared,  illegal.  It  also  seems  clear  to  me  that  aU 
complaining  shippers  are  relegated -to  this  commission,  m  the 
first  instance  at  least,  for  the  settlement  and  determination 
of  the  propriety,  justice,  fairness,  and  reasonableness  of  the 
rates  established,  filed,  published,  and  posted.  And  I  think 
it  is  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  averments  to  the  contrary, 
that  every  common  carrier  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
has  complied  with  the  law  by  establishing  rates  and  printing, 
filing,  publishing,  and  posting  them.  In  Texas  <&  Pacific 
Railway  Company  v.  Abilene  Cotton  Oil  Company ,  204  U.  S. 
426,  439, 440, 441, 448, 27  Sup.  Ct.  850,  355,  51  L.  Ed.  653,  the 
court  held: 

"The  interstate  commerce  act  waa  intended  to  aiford  an  effective 
and  comprehensive  means  for  redressing  wrongs  resulting  from  nnjust 
diBcrimina[860]tion8  and  undue  preference,  and  to  that  end  placed 
upon  carriers  the  duty  of  publishing  schedules  of  reasonable  and 
uniform  rates;  and,  consistently  with  the  provisions  of  that  law,  a 
shipper  cannot  maintain  an  action  at  common  law  in  a  state  court 
for  excessive  and  unreasonable  freight  rates  exacted  on  interstate 
shipments  where  the  rates  charged  were  those  which  had  bem  duly 
fixed  by  the  carrier  according  to  the  act,  and  had  not  been  found  to  be 
unreasonable  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission." 

At  pages  439-141  of  204  U.  S.,  pages  354  and  355  of  27 
Sup.  Ct.  (51  L.  Ed.  553),  the  court  said: 

''When  the  act  to  regulate  commerce  was  enacted,  there  was  con- 
trariety of  opinion  whether,  when  a  rate  charged  by  a  carrier  was  tn 
and  of  itself  reasonable,  the  person  from  whom  such  a  charge  was 
exacted  had  at  common  law  an  action  against  the  carrier  because  of 
damage  asserted  to  have  been  suffered  by  a  discrimination  against 
such  person  or  preference  given  by  the  carrier  to  another.  Parsons  v. 
Chicago  d  Northwestern  Ry.,  167  U.  S.  447,  455,  17  Sup,  Ct  887,  42 
L.  Ed.  231;  Interstate  Commerce  Com/mission  v.  Baltimore  d  Ohio 
R.  JR.,  145  U.  S.  263,  275,  12  Sup.  Ct.  844,  36  L.  Bd.  699.  That  the  act 
to  regulate  commerce  was  intended  to  afford  an  effective  means  for 
redressing  the  wrongs  resulting  from  unjust  discrimination  and  undue 
preference  is  undoubted.  Indeed,  it  is  not  open  to  controversy  that  to 
provide  for  these  subjects  was  among  the  principal  purposes  of  the  act 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orelans  d  Temu 
Pacific  Ry,  Co,.  167  U.  S.  479,  494,  17  Sup.  Ct  896,  42  L.  Bd.  243.  And 
It  is  apparent  that  the  means  by  which  these  great  purposes  were  to 
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be  aecompllshed  wae  tbe  placing  upon  all  carriers  tbe  poaltlTe  duty  to 
eatabllBli  scbedules  of  reaaonable  rates  which  should  have  a  uniform 
application  to  all  and  which  should  not  be  departed  from  so  long  as 
the  established  schedule  remained  unaltered  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law.  Ckioinnaii,  New  OHeana  d  Texat  Pacific  Ry.  Co,  v.  Jnterstate 
Commerce  Commisaion,  102  U.  S.  184,  16  Sup.  Gt  700,  40  L.  Bd.  085; 
Interstate  Commerce  CommiaHon  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orlectna  d  Texas 
Pad/lc  Ry.  Co.,  167  U.  S.  470,  17  Sup.  Gt.  896,  42  L.  Ed.  243.  When 
the  general  scope  of  the  act  is  enlightened  by  the  c9nsideratlons  Just 
stated,  it  becomes  manifest  that  there  is  not  only  a  relation,  but  an 
indissoluble  unity  between  the  provision  for  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  rates  until  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  statute 
and  prohibitions  against  preferences  and  discrimination.  This  followB» 
because,  unless  the  requirement  of  a  uniform  standard  of  rates  be 
complied  with,  it  would  result  that  violations  of  the  statnte  as  to 
preferences  and  discrimination  would  inevitably  follow.  This  is 
clearly  so,  for,  if  it  be  that  the  standard  of  rates  fixed  in  the  mode 
provided  by  the  statute  could  be  treated  on  the  complaint  of  a  shipper 
by  a  court  and  jury  as  unreasonable,  without  reference  to  prior  action 
by  the  commission,  finding  the  established  rate  to  be  unreasonable  and 
ordering  the  carrier  to  desist  in  the  future  from  violating  the  act,  it 
would  come  to  pass  that  a  shipper  might  obtain  relief  upon  the  basis 
that  the  established  rate  was  unreasonable  in  the  opinion  of  a  court 
and  jury,  and  thus  such  shipper  would  receive  a  preference  or  dis- 
crimination not  enjoyed  by  those  against  whom  the  schedule  of  rates 
was  continued  to  be  enforced.  This  can  only  be  met  by  the  suggestion 
that  tbe  judgment  of  a  court,  when  based  upon  a  complaint  made  by  a 
shipper  without  previous  action  by  the  commission,  would  give  rise  to 
a  change  of  the  schedule  rate,  and  thus  cause  the  new  rate  resulting 
from  the  action  of  the  court  to  be  applicable  in  future  as  to  all.  This 
suggestion,  however,  is  manifestly  without  merit,  and  only  serves  to 
Illustrate  the  absolute  destruction  of  the  act  and  the  remedial  provi- 
sions which  it  created  which  would  arise  from  a  recognition  of  the 
right  asserted.  For  if,  without  previous  action  by  the  commission, 
power  might  be  exerted  by  courts  and  juries  generally  to  determine 
the  reasonableness  of  an  established  rate.  It  would  follow  that  unless 
all  courts  reached  an  identical  conclusion  a  uniform  standard  of  rates 
la  the  future  would  be  Impossible,  as  the  standard  would  fiuctuate  and 
vary,  dependent  upon  the  divergent  conclusicms  reached  as  to  reason- 
ableness by  the  various  courts  called  upon  to  consider  the  subject  as  an 
original  question.  [861]  Indeed,  the  recognition  of  such  a  right  is 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  administrative  power  conferred  upon  the 
commission  and  with  the  duty,  which  the  statute  casts  upon  that  body, 
of  seeing  to  it  that  the  statutory  requirement  as  to  uniformity  and 
equality  of  rates  is  observed.  Equally  obvious  is  it  that  the  existence 
of  such  a  power  in  the  courts,  indepoident  of  prior  action  by  the  com- 
misaion,  would  lead  to  favoritism,  to  the  enforcement  of  one  rate  in 
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one  Jurladletloii  and  a  different  one  in  another,  would  destroy  the  pro- 
hibitions against  preferences  and  discrimination,  and  afford,  moreover, 
a  ready  means  by  which,  through  coUnslTe  proceedings,  the  wrongs 
which  the  statute  was  intended  to  remedy  could  be  successfully 
inflicted.  Indeed,  no  reason  can  be  perceived  for  the  enactment  of  the 
provision  endowing  the  administrative  tribunal,  which  the  act  created, 
with  power,  on  due  proof,  not  only  to  award  reparation  to  a  particular 
shipper,  but  to  command  the  carrier  to  desist  from  violation  of  the  act 
in  the  future,  thus  compelling  the  alteration  of  the  old  or  the  filing  of  a 
new  schedule,  conformably  to  the  action  of  the  commission,  if  the 
power  was  left  in  courts  to  grant  relief  on  complaint  of  any  shipper, 
upon  the  theory  that  the  established  rate  could  be  disregarded  and  be 
treated  as  unreasonable,  without  reference  to  previous  action  by  the 
commission  in  the  premises.  This  must  be,  because,  if  the  power 
existed  in  both  courts  and  the  commission  to  originally  hear  com- 
plaints on  this  subject,  there  might  be  a  divergence  between  the  action 
of  the  commission  and  the  decision  of  a  court  In  other  words,  the 
established  schedule  might  be  found  reasonable  by  the  conmiisslon  in 
the  first  instance  and  unreasonable  by  a  court  acting  originally,  and 
thus  a  conflict  would  arise  which  would  render  the  enforcement  of  the 
act  impossible." 

And  finally,  at  page  448  of  204  U.  S.,  page  358  of  27  Sup. 
Ct.  (51  L.  Ed.  553),  the  court  declared: 

"  Concluding,  as  we  do,  that  a  shipper  seeking  reparation  predicated 
upon  the  unreasonableness  of  the  established  rate  must,  under  the  act 
to  regulate  commerce,  primarily  invoke  redress  through  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  which  body  alone  is  vested  with  power 
originally  to  entertain  proceedings  for  the  alteration  of  an  established 
schedule,  because  the  rates  fixed  therein  are  unreasonable.  It  is  un- 
necessary for  us  to  consider  whether  the  court  below  would  have  had 
jurisdiction  to  afford  relief  If  the  right  asserted  had  not  been  repug- 
nant to  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce.  It  follows, 
from  what  we  have  said,  that  the  court  below  erred  in  the  construc- 
tion which  it  gave  to  the  act  to  regulate  commerce." 

While  that  case  arose  in  the  state  courts  and  came  on 
appeal  into  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  I  do 
not  understand  that  it  makes  any  difference  whether  the 
action  be  brought  in  the  courts  of  a  state  or  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States.  The  underlying  and  controlling  principle 
is  found  in  the  last  part  of  the  opinion  just  quoted.  It  fol- 
lows that  this  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  unless  it  is  unnec- 
essary to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  resort  has  been  had  to 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and  the  rate  charged 
and  paid  declared  excessive  or  unreasonable. 
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The  Sherman  Act  of  July  2, 1890,  ^^An  act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies," 
gives  to  the  injured  party  a  right  of  action  in  any  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  to  any  person  or  firm  ^^  who  shall 
be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other  person 
or  corporati<xi  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared 
to  be  unlawful "  by  such  act,  ^^  every  contract,  combination 
in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  commerce  *  *  •  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
illegal."  So  **  every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt 
to  monopo[362]lize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  conmieroe 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  etc.  This  act  does  not  de- 
clare or  purport  to  declare  excessive  or  unreasonable  or  unjust 
rates  for  the  transportation  of  interstate  commerce  illegal. 
If,  however,  there  is  a  combination,  contract,  or  conspiracy  to 
raise  rates,  and  charge  and  exact  excessive  and  unreasonable 
or  unjust  or  unjustly  discriminatory,  etc.,  rates  for  the  pur- 
pose of  restraining  trade  or  commerce  (see  sections  1  and  8 
of  the  act),  or  such  combination  has  that  effect,  then  un- 
doubtedly the  combination  or  contract  is  illegal.  But  are  the 
rates  charged  and  paid  illegal  for  the  reason  the  combina- 
tion is  illegal  f  This  act  must  be  read  and  construed  in  con- 
nection with  the  act  to  regulate  commerce  as  amended  to  date. 
It  is  the  latter  act  that  deals  specifically  with  rates,  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  coal,  etc.,  among  the  several  states, 
from  the  one  state  to  another,  and,  as  seen,  confers  on  this 
administrative  commission  power  to  ascertain  and  determine 
what  rates  are  imjust,  imreasonable,  or  excessive  and  conse- 
quently illegal.  When  it  has  acted  on  complaint  made  and 
declared  a  rate  established  by  a  common  carrier  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce  unjust,  excessive,  or  unreasonable,  it  is 
determined  by  and  in  the  appropriate  tribunal  having  juris- 
diction and  plenary  power  that  such  rate  is  illegal.  When 
this  is  done,  there  is  a  proper  basis  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages in  the  District  or  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
under  the  provisions  of  section  9  of  the  act  based  on  the  com- 
pulsory payment  of  excessive  and  unlawful  rates.  This  is 
the  true  construction  and  meaning  of  the  act  as  declared  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Texas  db  Pac.  Ry. 
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V.  Abilene  GoUon  OU  Co.,  204  U.  S.  487, 488, 27  Sup.  Ct  866, 
51  L.  Ed.  558,  where  the  court,  after  reciting  the  powers  of 
the  commission,  the  duties  and  obligations  of  carriers  as  to 
rates,  and  the  control  of  the  commission  over  them,  says: 

"Nor  ih  there  merit  in  the  contention  that  section  9  of  the  act 
compels  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Gonsress  to 
confer  power  upon  courts  primarily  to  relieve  from  the  duty  of 
enforcing  the  established  rate  by  finding  that  the  same  as  to  a 
particular  person  or  corporation  was  so  unreasonable  as  to  justify 
an  award  of  damages.  True  it  is  that  the  general  terms  of  the  sec^ 
tion  when  taken  alone  might  sanction  such  a  conclusion,  but,  when 
the  provision  of  that  section  is  read  in  connection  with  the  context 
of  the  act  and  in  the  Ught  of  the  considerations  which  we  have  enu- 
merated, we  think  the  broad  construction  contended  for  is  not  admis- 
sible. *  *  ^  In  other  words,  we  think  that  it  inevitably  follows 
from  the  context  of  the  act  that  the  independent  right  of  an  indi- 
vidual originally  to  maintain  actions  in  courts  to  obtain  pecuniary 
redress  for  viola t ions  of  the  act  conferred  by  the  ninth  section  must 
be  confined  to  redress  of  such  wrongs  as  can,  consistently  with  the 
context  of  the  act,  be  redressed  by  courts  withont  previons  action 
by  the  commission,  and  therefore  does  not  imply  the  power  In  a 
court  to  primarily  hear  complaints  concerning  wrongs  of  the  character 
of  the  one  here  complained  of." 

Is  the  allegation  in  this  complaint  that  ^^  the  plaintiffs 
have  been  obliged  to  pay  excessive  and  unlawful  rates  upon 
all  coal  shipped  by  them  to  tide  water  over  the  lines  of  the 
defendant "  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the  rates  charged 
and  paid  have  been  declared  excessive,  or  unjust,  or  un- 
reasonable by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com[363]missiont 
A  mere  allegation  that  such  rates  were  ^'  excessive  ^'  is  not 
But  the  allegation  is  that  the  plaintiffs  were  obliged  to  pay 
^^  unlawful  rates."  In  the  minds  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
pleader  in  making  this  allegation  the  ^^  unlawful "  character 
of  the  rate  may  be  because  of  the  combination  or  conspiracy^ 
or  because  of  its  increase  over  former  rates,  etc  The  aver- 
ment does  not  necessarily  charge  or  import  that  the  rate 
established  by  the  anthracite  companies,  including  defendant, 
and  paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  has  been  declared  excessive  by  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and  consequently  dedared 
unlawful. 

If  it  be  true,  and  I  hold  it  is,  that  a  resort  to  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  mainte- 
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nanr  i  of  an  action  in  the  Circuit  C!ourt  of  the  United  States 
to  recover  damages  solely  occasioned  by  the  payment  of 
excessive,  unjust,  or  unreasonable  rates  for  the  transportation 
of  interstate  commerce,  even  when  the  exaction  of  such  ex- 
cessive rates  was  the  result  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy 
made  unlawful  by  the  "  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law,"  then  the 
complaint  in  sudi  an  action  to  recover  such  damages  solely 
must  aver  that  the  rates  charged  and  exacted  have  been  de- 
clared excessive  or  unreasonable  or  unjust  by  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission.  Until  that  is  done,  the  rates  estab- 
lished, filed,  published,  and  posted  must  be  regarded  as  legal 
rates  or  lawful  rates.  Whether  or  not  tiiat  has  been  done  is 
an  issuable  fact,  and  the  defendant  has  the  right  to  be  in- 
formed whether  the  plaintiff  will  attempt  to  prove  that  the 
rate  has  been  condenmed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission. If  alleged  to  have  been  so  condemned,  the  de- 
fendant may  show  that  the  proceeding  was  irregular,  that  he 
did  not  have  notice  or  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  etc.  The 
plaintiff  might  show,  under  proper  allegations,  that  the  rate 
exacted  was  illegal  or  unlawful,  because  in  excess  of  that 
established,  filed,  published,  and  posted,  or  that  the  rate 
exacted  was  illegal,  or  unlawful,  because  in  excess  of  that 
fixed  by  the  commission,  or  because  no  rate  at  all  had  been 
established,  filed,  and  published  as  required  by  law.  In 
either  case  the  rate  would  be  unlawful.  Under  the  act  for 
the  regulation  of  commerce,  the  carrier  has  no  right  to  charge 
or  collect  any  rate  whatever  until  it  has  been  established, 
filed,  and  published.  So  the  carrier  has  no  right  to  exact  a 
higher  rate  than  that  fixed  in  the  filed  and  published  sched- 
ules, and,  if  that  has  been  held  to  be  excessive,  or  unjust,  or 
unreasonable,  then  the  carrier  cannot  exact  that  Should 
not  the  complaint  state  the  ground  on  which  it  is  claimed  the 
rate  paid  was  an  unlawful  rate?  Facts  showing  it  was 
an  unlawful  rate?  I  think  this  clearly  so.  Hieranymus  v. 
N.  r.  Nat.  L.  Assn.,  107  Fed.  1006,  46  C.  C.  A.  684,  affirming 
101  Fed.  12 ;  WUlicmson  v.  Beardsley,  187  Fed.  467,  469,  69 
C.  C.  A.  616;  W.  H.  Thomas  <&  Son  v.  Bamett  (C.  C.)  135 
Fed.  172,  176 ;  8t.  Louis  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston,  138  U.  S.  666, 
577,  10  Sup.  Ct.  390,  33  L.  Ed.  683 ;  Ritchie  v.  McMuUen, 
159  U.  S.  286,  16  Sup.  Ct.  171,  40  L.  Ed.  188,  affirming 
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(C.  C)  41  Fed  602,  8  L.  B.  A.  268;  England  ▼.  RugaeR 
(C.  C.)  71  Fed.  818.  I  do  not  think  the  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Law,  8o  called,  gives  any  right  of  action  for  damages 
sustained  by  the  payment  of  excessive,  unjust,  or  unreason- 
able rates.  I  do  not  think  that  this  complaint  states  any 
cause  of  action  whatever  under  the  provisions  of  that  act 
The  cause  of  action  for  such  damages  as  [8641  are  alleged 
here  is  given  by  the  act  to  regulate  commerce.  But,  treat- 
ing the  allegations  of  the  complaint  to  the  effect  that  this  was 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce among  the  several  states,  and  that  by  reason  thereof 
the  plaintiffs  have  been  injured  in  their  business  and  prop- 
erty by  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  $250,000  as  surplusage, 
see  American  Union  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  (0.  0.) 
169  Fed.  278,  279,  and  treating  the  action  as  really  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce — ^^  Interstate 
Conmierce  Act " — ^no  cause  of  action  is  stated.  The  allega- 
tion that  ^  plaintiffs  have  been  obliged  to  pay  excessive  and 
unlawful  rates  "  is  the  statement  of  a  mere  conclusion  of  law 
with  no  facts  to  support  it.  It  is  a  familiar  rule  that  such 
allegations  are  not  admitted  by  a  demurrer. 

The  plaintiff  says  that  the  complaint  charges,  and  the 
defendant  admits  by  the  demurrer,  that  by  reason  of  the 
combination  and  conspiracy,  the  plaintiffs  were  compelled  to 
do  business  ^^at  a  loss."  (Concede  this  to  be  so,  still  the 
action  is  for  damages,  and  the  only  loss  or  injury  in  business 
or  property  is  stated  to  be  the  payment  of  excessive  and 
illegal  rates  for  the  transportation  of  coal  from  Pennsyl- 
vania into  New  Jersey;  that,  therefore,  he  made  no  profit 
and  even  lost  money  to  the  extent  of  the  excessive  charge 
made  and  exacted  over  a  reasonable  rate.  Hence  no  damages 
to  business  or  property  is  alleged  except  in  the  payment  of 
^  excessive  rates  "  or  ^^  unlawful  rates,"  and,  as  this  is  a  mere 
conclusion  not  accompanied  by  the  statement  of  any  facte 
showing  the  rates  paid  to  be  either  unlawful  or  excessive,  the 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  and  the  demurrer  is  sustained,  with  costs.  The 
plaintiffs  may  file  and  serve  an  amended  complaint  within 
80  days  after  being  served  with  a  copy  of  the  order  to  be 
entered  pursuant  hereto  on  payment  of  such  costs. 
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[66]  UNITED  STATES  v.  VIRGINIA-CAROLINA 

CHEMICAL  CO.  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  M.  D.  Tennessee.    July  3,  1908.) 

[163  Fed.  Rep.,  66.] 

CuMiHAL  Law — Conspibact  in  Restraint  of  Intebstatb  Tbadb — 
Indictment — Service  of  Process  on  Nonresident  Corporation. — 
Upon  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  under  Sher- 
man Anti-Trast  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  S  3,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3201),  the  court  has  power,  by  virtue  of  Rev.  St 
1 716  (TJ.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  680),  which  authorizes  such  courts  to 
Issue  all  writs  "  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  their  respective  juris- 
dictions," to  issue  process  to  another  state  to  bring  before  it  corpora- 
tion defendants  who  are  citizens  of  such  state  and  cannot  be  found 
or  served  in  the  state  or  district  of  the  indictment^ 

Monopolies — Indictment. — ^An  indictment  for  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  Interstate  trade  and  commerce,  in  violation  of  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act  July  2.  1890,  c.  647,  S  3,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St 
1901,  p.  3201),  considered,  and  Jield  sufficient 

Grand  Jubt — ^Appbabanob  of  Government  Counsel — Special  Assist- 
ant to  United  States  Attorney. — Under  Rev.  St.  §§  363,  366  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  pp.  208,  209),  the  former  of  which  authorizes  the 
Attorney  General  to  employ  counsel  "  to  assist  the  district  attorneys 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,"  while  the  latter  provides  for  the 
Issuance  of  a  commission  to  such  attorneys  as  are  specially  retained 
by  the  department  of  justice  "  to  assist  in  the  trial  of  any  case  in 
which  the  government  is  interested,"  which  must  be  construed  to- 
gether and  as  referring  to  the  same  class  of  special  assistants,  the 
Attorney  General  was  not  authorized  to  appoint  special  assistants 
to  a  district  attorney  having  the  authority  or  right  to  appear  before 
and  participate  in  the  proceedings  of  a  grand  jury,  and  the  presence 
of  two  such  attorneys  specially  appointed  for  a  particular  case  and 
their  examination  of  witnesses  on  whose  testimony  an  indictment 
was  returned  renders  such  indictment  invalid. 

A.  M.  TiUman,  U.  S.  Atty.,  Oliver  E.  Pagan^  Special  Asst. 
Atty.  Gen.,  and  Edward  T.  Sanford^  Asst  Atty.  Gen.,  for 
the  United  States. 

John  /.  Vertrees^  John  S.  MiUer^  James  G.  Bradford^ 
Henry  A.  M.  Smithy  MarceUaa  Green^  Geo.  F.  Von  Kolints 
and  James  M.  Gifford^  for  defendants. 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1908,  by  West  Publifihlng  Co. 
10870*^8.  Doc.  Ill,  ea-1,  vol  8 ^26 
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The  indictment  in  this  case  is  found  under  the  "  Sherman 
Anti-Trust  Law."  The  defendants  are  corporations  and  in- 
dividuals, numbering  about  60.  The  corporation  defendants 
may  be  divided  into  three  classes,  viz.:  (1)  Foreign  corpo- 
rations; those  chartered  under  the  laws  of  other  states,  and 
which  have  not  complied  with  the  laws  of  Tennessee  in  rela- 
tion to  such  corporations  doing  business  within  this  state, 
and  have  no  agents  nor  are  doing  business  in  Tennessee.  (2) 
Foreign  corporations  which  have  complied  with  the  laws  of 
Tennessee,  and  have  agents  and  are  doing  business  in  Ten- 
nessee. (3)  Domestic  corporations,  those  chartered  under 
the  laws  of  Tennessee.  One  class  of  defendants  move  to 
quash  the  summons  and  return.  Another  class  demurs  to  the 
indictment,  and  also  files  pleas  in  abatement.  These  several 
defenses  are  [67]  interposed,  heard,  and  disposed  of  by 
agreement  of  counsel  without  regard  to  the  order  of  pleading. 

ON  MOTION  TO  QUASH  StrMTMONS. 

Motions  to  quash  the  summonses  are  made  by  the  corpora- 
tion defendants  which  are  citizens  and  residents  of  states 
other  than  Tennessee  and  have  no  agents  or  place  of  business 
in  Tennessee.  The  motions  are  based  upon  the  ground  that 
defendants  are  foreign  corporations,  and  had  no  agents  or 
other  representatives  within  the  state  of  Tennessee  upon  whom 
simimons  could  be  legally  served,  and  that  summonses,  issued 
to  the  states  of  their  respective  residences  and  citizenship, 
and  there  served,  were  without  authority  of  law,  and  that 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  them. 

This  precise  question  was  before  me  in  the  case  of  Vmted 
States  V.  Standard  OU  Company,  The  conclusions  there 
reached  are  stated  in  the  opinion,  reported  in  154  Fed.  728. 
The  summons  in  that  case,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  was  issued 
under  Eev.  St.  §  716  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  580),  which  is 
as  follows : 

"  Sec.  716.  The  Supreme  Court  and  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts 
shall  hare  power  to  issue  writs  of  scire  facias.  They  shall  also  have 
power  to  Issue  all  writs  not  specifically  provided  for  by  statute,  which 
may  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  their  respective  Jurisdictions, 
and  agreeable  to  the  usages  and  principles  of  law." 


mnXED  STATES  t;.  TISaiNIA-GABOUKA  CHEMICAL  CO.   897 

Opiiiion  of  tbB  Oonrt 

It  is  respectfully  but  earnestly  insisted  for  the  defendants 
that  the  conclusion  in  that  case  is  erroneous,  and  several  cases 
are  cited  to  sustain  that  contention,  viz. :  MelwUre  ▼.  Wood^ 
7  Cranch,  506,  3  L.  Ed.  420;  McChmg  ▼.  SilUman,  6  Wheat. 
598,  6  L.  Ed.  340;  Bath  County  v.  Amy,  13  Wall.  249,  20  L. 
Ed.  689 ;  Bosenbaum  v.  Bauer^  120  U.  S.  450,  7  Sup.  Ct  633, 
80  L.  Ed.  743.  A  caraful  examination  of  these  cases  dis- 
closes that  the  question  therein  decided  was  that  the  court, 
having  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  a  controversy, 
could  not,  by  virtue  of  section  716,  Rev.  St,  acquire  and 
exercise  jurisdiction  by  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  mandamus 
and  cause  the  same  to  be  served  upon  the  party  whom  it  was 
sought  to  force  to  do  some  act ;  the  refusal  or  failure  to  do 
which  being  the  subject  of  complaint.  In  the  case  of  Bath 
County  V.  Amy,  supra,  the  Supreme  Court,  after  reviewing 
Mclntire  v.  Wood,  McClung  v.  Silliman,  and  KendaU  v. 
U.  iS.,  12  Pet.  524,  9  L.  Ed.  1181,  announced  the  rule  that  the 
power  to  issue  a  writ  of  mandamus  as  an  original  and  inde- 
pendent proceeding  does  not  therein  belong  to  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  approving  the  holding  in  the  Silliman  cas€,Bnpn, 
that  the  power  to  issue  writs  of  mandamus  was  authorized 
by  section  716,  Revised  Statutes,  only  in  cases  where  the 
jurisdiction  already  existed,  and  not  where  it  is  to  be  created 
or  acquired  by  means  of  the  writ  proposed  to  be  sued  out. 
"  In  other  words,  the  writ  cannot  be  made  to  confer  a  juris- 
diction which  the  Circuit  Court  would  not  have  without  it. 
It  is  authorized  only  wh^i  ancilary  to  a  jurisdiction  already 
acquired."    To  the  same  effect  is  Roaenbaum  v.  Bauer,  supra. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Plum^r,  27  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,056,  it  was  held  that  section  716,  Revised  Statutes,  did 
not  authorize  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  error  to  review  the 
judgment  of  a  District  Court  [68]  in  a  criminal  case,  when 
such  authority  had  not  been  given  the  Circuit  Court  by 
the  judiciary  act.  In  that  case  the  defendant  had  been 
indicted,  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced,  and  the  right  of 
appeal  lost  by  the  waiver  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and 
the  court  said: 

**  Completed,  as  tbe  proceedings  Id  this  case  were,  the  Circuit  Court, 
at  the  date  of  this  api^lcatlon,  had  no  more  power  over  It  than  If 
the  indictment  had  not  been  found.*' 
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Certainly,  section  716,  Bevised  Statutes,  does  not  author- 
ize the  court  to  reacquire  jurisdiction  of  a  case  thus  finally 
disposed  of,  or  to  acquire  original  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  a  controversy  when  there  is  none  conferred  by  law. 
As  is  well  said  by  counsel  for  the  government: 

"  These  cases  npon  which  the  defendants  rely  as  a  proper  construc- 
tion of  this  section  are  to  be  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that 
they  merely  deny  the  right  to  enlarge  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court 
as  to  the  subject-matter  of  litigation  by  the  issuance  of  any  writ  under 
section  716." 

It  was  held,  in  the  Standard  OH  case^  supra,  that  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and,  in  order  to 
enable  the  court  to  exercise  that  jurisdiction,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  issue  the  summons  under  section  716,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, as  was  done  in  that  case.  The  jurisdiction  existed;  but, 
in  order  to  exercise  it,  the  defendant  must  be  brought  before 
the  court,  and  it  became  necessary  for  that  purpose  to  resort 
to  the  power  granted  by  Congress  in  section  716,  Bevised 
Statutes.  It  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  acquire  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case,  to  resort  to  section  716,  because  jurisdiction 
over  the  offense  charged  in  the  indictment  was  conferred  by 
the  commerce  act.  It  was  necessary  to  resort  to  section  716 
in  order  to  enable  the  court  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  Congress  under  the  commerce  act. 

Able  counsel  for  defendants,  it  seems  to  us,  virtually  con- 
cede this  proposition  in  their  brief.    There  it  is  said  that: 

**  The  statute  does  not  authorize  writs  to  be  issued  under  the  general 
power  to  issue  '  all  other  writs '  in  order  to  acquire  Jurisdiction.  The 
Jurisdiction  must  already  exist  in  order  for  writs  to  issue  under  this 
power.  The  '  necessity '  of  the  statute  is  a  Judicial  one.  When  some 
kind  of  writ  that  is  reasonable  and  proper  is  necessary  in  order  for 
the  court  to  exercise  its  Jurisdiction  .(do  what  in  Justice  ought  to  be 
done),  it  may  Issue." 

The  necessity  is  as  imperative  to  issue  summons  for  the 
resident  defendant  corporations  before  the  court  can  exercise 
its  jurisdiction  in  the  trial  of  this  case  as  it  is  to  issue  sum- 
mons for  the  foreign  corporations.  The  issuance  of  the 
writ  in  neither  case  is  necessary  in  order  to  acquire  jiiris- 
diction  of  the  case,  but  it  is  necessary  in  both  cases  to  enable 
the  court  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  it  ha& 
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In  the  excerpt  quoted  from  brief  of  defendant's  counsel, 
it  is  stated  that: 

''The  juriBdlction  must  already  exist  in  order  for  writs  to  issue 
under  this  power" — ^meaning  section  716. 

If  by  this  is  meant  that  jurisdiction  must  exist  over  the 
defendant,  then  the  issuance  of  summons  would  be  useless; 
but  if  it  is  meant  that  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  must 
exist  before  summons  can  issue  under  section  716,  Eevised 
Statutes,  then  the  answer  is  that  that  is  [69]  precisely  the 
condition  in  this  case.  In  other  words,  the  issuance  of  the 
summons  and  its  service  is  but  one  step  amongst  others  that 
is  necessary  to  enable  the  court  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  in 
the  pending  case,  of  which  it  has  jurisdiction  by  statute.  In 
my  judgment,  the  contention  of  the  defendants  as  to  this 
branch  of  the  case  is  not  sustained  by  the  authorities  cited. 

It  is  insisted  that  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  holding  in  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  casCy  supra,  is  correct,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  that  case  should  be  controlling  in  the  case  at  bar.  It 
is  pointed  out  that  the  indictment  in  that  case  was  found  under 
Commerce  Act  Feb.  4, 1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat.  379  (U.  S.  Comp. 
St  1901,  p.  8154) ,  which  is  silent  as  to  process  and  procedure, 
and  that  this  indictment  is  found  under  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1901,  p.  8200),  which  provides,  among  other  things,  that  in 
injunction  cases  brought  thereunder  process  may  issue  to  any 
state,  but  is  silent  as  to  process  to  bring  those  indicted  there- 
under before  the  court  to  answer  the  criminal  charge.  Be- 
cause of  this  omission,  it  is  argued  that  the  rule,  '^  Expressio 
unius  est  exclusio  alterius,"  applies.  Removal  Act  March  3, 
1887,  c  873,  24  Stat.  552  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  508), 
provides  that  no  civil  suit  shall  be  brought  "  against  any  per- 
son by  any  original  process  or  proceeding  in  any  other  district 
than  that  whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant."  Act  Aug.  13,  1888, 
c.  866, 25  Stat.  434  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  508).  This  was 
the  law  when  the  Sherman  Act  was  passed  in  1890.  So,  also, 
section  716,  Revised  Statutes,  was  then  and  is  now  in  force. 

With  these  two  laws  in  mind,  Congress  passed  the  Sherman 
Anti-Trust  Act,  by  which  civil  actions  are  authorized,  and 
certain  conduct  denounced  as  crimes.     Is  it  not  reasonable 
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that,  while  Congress  was  devising  means  by  which  defendants 
in  such  civil  suits  might  be  served  with  process  and  brought 
before  the  courts,  it  also  considered  that  subject  in  relation  to 
defendants  in  criminal  cases?  Is  it  not  a  reasonable  conclu- 
sion that  it  inserted  the  clause  as  to  issuance  of  process  in 
civil  cases  to  avoid  the  provision  of  the  removal  act  of  1888, 
supra,  and  that  it  omitted  to  insert  a  clause  as  to  defendants 
in  criminal  cases  because  that  was  then  provided  for  under 
section  7lC,  Revised  Statutes,  and  further  legislation  on  that 
subject  was  therefore  unnecessary  ? 

Here  we  find  Congress  engaged  in  perfecting  and  enacting 
a  law,  declaring  certain  acts  to  be  crimes,  and  authorizing  the 
bringing  of  civil  suits  to  enjoin  the  conunission  thereof.  The 
act  upon  its  face  discloses  the  fact  that  Congress  had  undex 
consideration  the  subject  of  proper  proceeding  by  which 
parties  could  be  brought  before  the  courts.  That  in  civil 
actions  thereunder,  it  provides  that  process  may  issue  for 
defendants  to  other  states  than  the  state  where  the  suit  is 
pending,  for  the  purpose,  as  we  have  seen,  of  avoiding  the 
provisions  of  the  removal  act  of  1888.  Is  it  a  reasonable  con- 
clusion that  Congress  was  careful  enough  to  make  this  pro- 
vision as  to  civil  suits,  and  so  careless  as  to  fail  to  insert  a 
provision  for  bringing  before  the  court  corporation  defend- 
ants in  a  criminal  suit,  which  are  citizens  and  residents  of 
other  states  than  the  state  wherein  the  indictment  is  pend- 
ing, unless  that  was  then  provided  for  by  a  statute  then  in 
force?  I  can  not  think  so.  To  hold  otherwise,  it  seems, 
[70]  would  necessarily  imply  that  Congress  was  extremely 
careless,  or  purposely  left  a  loophole  by  which  such  defend- 
ants could  violate  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  with  im- 
punity and  escape  prosecution  and  punishment. 

The  motions  to  quash  the  summons  and  service  thereof 
made  by  this  class  of  defendants  are  disallowed,  and  this 
includes  all  non-resident  corporation  defendants  of  this  class, 
except  Swift  &  Co.,  of  Illinois,  and  the  latter's  motion  to 
quash  is  allowed  upon  the  ground  that  it  appears  that  it  was 
served  on  a  party  not  in  any  way  connected  with  that  com- 
pany. The  motion  to  quash,  made  by  certain  other  defend- 
ants upon  the  ground  that  the  service  does  not  show  that  it 
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was  made  upon  the  proper  officer,  is  also  allowed,  but  leave  is 
gianted  to  amend  such  service,  if  that  is  desirable. 

ON   THE  DEMURKEB. 

The  individual  defendants  and  the  domestic  and  foreign 
corporations,  having  agents  and  doing  business  in  Tennessee, 
demur  to  the  indictment.  The  indictment  is  a  lengthy  one. 
Many  grounds  of  demurrer  are  assigned.  The  briefs  of  coun- 
sel for  and  against  the  demurrer  are  exhaustive  and  evince 
much  labor,  research,  and  learning.  If  the  court  should 
undertake  to  enter  upon  a  discussion  of  the  many  questions 
presented,  some  important  and  others  less  so,  the  task  would 
be  all  but  interminable,  and,  the  court  feels,  of  little  real  use. 
Suffice  it  to  say  that,  after  as  careful  an  examination  as  the 
court  is  able  to  give  the  many  questions  raised,  it  has  con- 
cluded that  the  demurrer  should  l>e  overruled.  The  indict- 
ment charges  the  defendants,  in  language  both  apt  and  with 
certainty  of  meaning,  with  acts  denounced  by  statute  as 
crimes.  It  seems  to  contain  every  element  of  the  offense 
intended  to  be  charged,  and  sufficiently  apprises  the  defend- 
ants of  what  they  must  meet.  This  is  all  that  is  required. 
Armour  Packing  Go,  v.  U.  S.  (decided  by  Supreme  Court  of 
United  States,  March  16,  1908,  not  yet  officially  reported) 

[209  U.  S.,  56]  28  Sup.  Ct.  428,  62  L.  Ed.  681. 

ON   THE   PLEA   IN   ABATEMENT. 

We  come  now  to  consider  the  pleas  in  abatement  to  the 
indictment.  This  defense  is  interposed  by  the  defendants 
who  also  demurred.  The  substance  of  the  pleas  is  that  Mr. 
E.  T.  Sanford  and  Mr.  J.  Harwood  Graves,  neither  of  whom 
is  a  citizen  or  resident  of  the  Middle  district  of  Tennessee, 
and  neither  of  whom  was  the  district  attorney,  nor  an  assist- 
ant district  attorney,  were  present  in  the  grand  jury  room, 
examining  witnesses  and  participating  in  the  proceedings, 
when  the  indictment  was  found,  and  that  neither  of  them  had 
any  right  to  be  there.  Had  this  indictment  been  found  sub- 
sequent to  June  30,  1906,  this  plea  would  not  now  be  before 
the  court.    On  that  day  Congress  passed  an  act,  presently  to 
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be  quoted,  that  provides  that  the  Attorney  General  may  do 
just  what  is  complained  of  by  the  pleas  in  abatement.  But 
this  indictment  was  found  May  26,  1906,  and  therefore  the 
pleas  must  be  considered  and  disposed  of  under  the  law  as  it 
was  on  the  date  that  it  was  found.  The  pleas  were  replied  to 
by  the  United  States,  and  demurrers  were  filed  to  the  replica- 
tion. The  sole  [71]  question  which  is  presented  by  the  pleas 
in  abatement,  the  special  traverse,  and  the  demurrer  thereto 
is  this: 

"  Whether  tmder  the  state  of  facts  set  forth  In  the  special  traTeraes, 
the  preeence  of  special  assistants  to  the  district  attorney  in  the  grand 
jnry  room  and  their  participation  in  the  proceedings  before  the  grand 
jury,  as  therein  set  forth,  constitute,  as  a  matter  of  law,  ground  on 
acctiunt  of  which  the  indictment  found  against  the  defendants  should 
be  abated.** 

The  facts  are  these :  Edward  T.  Sanford  and  J.  Harwood 
Graves,  both  being  non-residents  of  the  Middle  district  of 
Tennessee,  were  employed,  appointed,  and  commissioned  by 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  to  do  certain  work 
set  forth  in  the  commission  given  to  each  of  them  by  the 
Attorney  Greneral,  as  follows: 

"  You  are  hereby  appointed  a  special  aanistant  to  the  United  States 
attorney  for  the  Middle  district  of  Tennessee  to  assist  in  the  inyestl- 
gation  before  the  grand  jury  In  that  district  of  the  so-called  *  Fertiliser 
Trust,'  and  in  the  trial  of  any  suits  and  prosecutions  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  against  the  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Company,  a 
corporal tion«  and  other  corporations  and  individuals  arising  from  such 
iuTestigation.  Your  compensation  will  be  determined  by  the  Attorney 
General  upon  the  completion  of  your  services,  and  will  be  payable 
from  the  appropriation  for  the  enforcement  of  anti-trust  lawa  This 
appointment  is  subject  to  any  change  which  may  be  made  by  this  de- 
partment Before  entering  upon  duty,  execute  and  file  with  thti^ 
deportment  the  customary  oath  of  office.'* 

With  these  commissions,  or  letters  of  appointment,  said 
Sanford  and  Graves  repaired  to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  investigation  before  the  grand 
jury  presented  their  letters  of  appointment  to  the  United 
States  attorney  for  the  Middle  district  of  Tennessee,  who 
thereupon  presented  said  Sanford  and  Graves  to  the  honor- 
able United  States  circuit  judge  then  and  there  presiding, 
with  the  information  of  their  appointment,  and  stated  that 
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he  desired  that  they  assist  him  in  the  investigation  before  the 
grand  jury,  and  who  were,  upon  motion  of  the  United  States 
attorney,  admitted  to  practice  law  in  this  court.  Thereupon 
the  United  States  attorney  presented  said  Sanford  and 
Graves  to  the  grand  jury  with  the  information  that  they 
would  assist  in  the  pending  investigation.  Sanford  and 
Graves  were  present  during  the  investigation  by  the  grand 
jury  and  assisted  and  aided  therein,  and  participated  in  the 
examination  of  witnesses  and  heard  the  testimony  introduced 
before  the  grand  jury.  Neither  of  said  gentlemen  were 
present  in  the  grand  jury  room  after  the  closing  of  the  testi- 
mony,  or  when  the  jury  was  deliberating  as  to  its  findings 
and  voting  upon  the  question  of  returning  the  bill  of  indict- 
ment. Upon  these  facts,  the  court  is  asked  to  abate  the 
indictment.    Should  it  be  done? 

A  correct  answer  to  this  question  is  attended  with  diffi- 
culties. For  more  than  a  century  it  has  been  the  settled 
policy  of  the  law  and  of  the  courts  in  its  administration  and 
enforcement  to  protect  inviolate  the  secrecy  of  proceedings 
before  grand  juries  in  the  United  States  courts,  and  to  guard 
and  protect  them  from  every  agency  calculated  to  influence 
them  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  save  and  except  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  who  appear  before  them  for  examina- 
tion. None  but  witnesses  and  the  proper  law  officers  of  the 
government  have  any  business  before  them,  and  the  latter 
only  to  examine  wit[72]nesses  and  in  a  proper  way  and  at 
the  proper  time  express  his  opinion  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
law.  There  is  no  controversy  here  as  to  the  proposition  that 
the  United  States  attorney  and  his  regular  assistant  may 
attend  the  sessions  of  the  grand  jury  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
amining witnesses,  so  the  question  narrows  down  to  this: 
Were  Messrs.  Sanford  and  Graves  proper  officers  to  attend 
the  sessions  of  the  grand  jury  and  examine  witnesses  be- 
fore it! 

Their  letters  of  appointment  or  commissions  designated 
them  as  ^^  special  assistants  '*  to  the  United  States  attorney. 
It  is  dear  that  they  were  not  United  States  attorneys  for  the 
middle  district  of  Tennessee.  They  are  not  so  named  in 
their  commissions.  It  is  well-settled  that  they  were  not  as- 
sistant United  States  attorneys.    U.  8.  v.  CroathwaUej  168 
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U.  S.  375,  18  Sup.  Ct.  107,  42  L.  Ed.  507.    There  the  oourt 
says: 

"  We  are  of  tbe  opinion  that  the  better  constmctlon  of  section  365 
is  that  one  who  receives  a  commission  as  special  assistant  to  the  dis- 
trict attorney  for  particular  cases,  or  for  a  single  term  of  the  court, 
or  for  a  limited  time,  is  not  an  assistant  district  attorney  within  the 
meaning -of  tliat  section." 

There  Crosthwaite  was  appointed  special  assistant  to  the 
United  States  attorney  for  the  district  of  Idaho  under  secti<Mi 
363,  the  same  section  that  authorized  the  appointment  of 
Sanford  and  Graves  as  special  assistants  to  the  United  States 
attorney  for  the  middle  district  of  Tennessee.  He  brought 
suit  against  the  United  States  for  pay  for  his  services.  The 
Attorney  General  had  declined  to  give  to  him  the  certificate 
required  by  section  365,  and  it  was  considered  by  the  court 
whetlier  he  could  be  paid  as  an  assistant  United  States  attor- 
ney, and  the  court,  as  has  been  seen,  adjudged  that  he  was 
not  such  an  officer. 

That  brings  us  to  the  questicm :  Could  a  special  assistant  to 
the  United  States  attorney,  at  the  time  of  the  finding  of  this 
indictment,  properly  appear  before  a  grand  jury,  and  per- 
form the  duties  of  the  United  States  attorney  or  his  regular 
assistant  in  the  examinaticm  of  witnesses,  and  conduct,  or 
assist  in,  the  investigations  of  the  so-called  "Fertilizer 
Trust,''  as  was  done  in  this  case?  It  is  true  that  the  com- 
missions given  to  Sanford  and  Graves  by  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral set  forth  that  they  were  appointed  to  assist  in  the  investi- 
gation before  the  grand  jury  in  this  district  of  the  so-called 
*'  Fertilizer  Trust,"  but,  under  what  statute,  was  the  Attorney 
General  authorized  to  issue  such  a  commission  ? 

The  answer  by  the  United  States  is  that  section  363,  Sev. 
St  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  pp.  208,  209),  authorizes  it,  and  in 
these  words : 

"  The  Attorney-General  shaU,  whenever  in  his  opinion  the  pnblic  in- 
terest requires  it,  employ  and  retain  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
such  attorneys  and  counsellors  at  law  as  be  may  think  necessary  to 
assist  the  district  attorneys  In  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  and  shall 
stipulate  with  such  assistant  attorneys  and  counsellors  the  amount  of 
compensation,  and  shall  have  supervision  of  their  conduct  and  pro- 
ceedings." 
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It  is  pointed  out  the  words  used  here,  ^^  assist  the  district 
attorneys  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,"  are  broad  and 
cover  all  duties  of  the  district  attorney,  and  hence  must  em- 
brace this  duty  before  the  grand  jury.  To  this  contention 
the  defendants  respond  that  this  [73]  clause  in  section  363 
is  limited  and  defined  by  section  366,  which  is  in  these  words : 

**Bvery  attorney  aud  counsellor  who  is  specially  retained  under  the 
authority  of  the  Department  of  Justice  to  assist  In  the  trial  of  any 
caae  in  which  the  government  is  Interested,  shall  receive  a  commis- 
sion from  the  head  of  such  department,  as  a  special  assistant  to  the 
Attorney  General  or  to  some  one  of  the  district  attorneys,  as  the 
nature  of  the  appointment  may  require,  and  shall  take  the  oath  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  taken  by  the  district  attorneys,  and  shall  be 
subject  to  all  the  liabilities  imposed  upon  them  by  law." 

So  we  have  in  section  363  authority  for  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral to  appoint  attorneys  "  to  assist  the  district  attorneys  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duties,"  and  in  section  366  we  have  the 
Attorney  Greneral  authorized  to  issue  commissions  to  every 
attorney  and  counsellor  retained  by  the  Department  of 
Justice  "  to  assist  in  the  trial  of  any  case  in  which  the  gov- 
ernment is  interested."  It  has  been  held  in  two  jurisdictions 
that  appointments  made  under  section  363  authorized  the 
parties  so  appointed  to  assist  the  district  attorney  in  all  of 
his  duties  and  authorized  the  appearance  of  such  special 
assistant  to  the  district  attorney  to  go  before  the  grand  jury 
and  participate  in  the  investigation  there  pending,  as  was 
done  in  this  case;  such  work  being  a  part  of  the  duties  of 
the  district  attorneys.  U.  S.  v.  Cobban  (C.  C.)  127  Fed.  713 ; 
U.  8.  V.  Twining  (D.  C.)  132  Fed.  129.  Counsel  for  the 
United  States  also  cites  U.  S.  v.  Crosthwaite,  168  U.  S.  375, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  107,  42  L.  Ed.  507,  to  sustain  this  proposition. 
A  careful  examination  of  the  latter  case  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  question  was  not  raised  nor  decided  there ; 
but,  in  so  far  as  that  case  is  important  here,  it  decides  that 
a  special  assistant  to  the  district  attorney,  under  section  363, 
is  not  a  regular  assistant  district  attorney.  In  the  Cohhan 
and  Twining  oases^  supra,  it  was  held  that  sections  363  and 
366,  Rev.  St.,  were  sections  taken  from  different  acts  of  Con- 
gress and  should  be  construed  entirely  independent  of  each 
other,  and  that  the  language. "  to  assist  the  district  attorneys 
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in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,"  in  section  863,  was  not  lim- 
ited or  affected  by  the  language  "  to  assist  in  the  trial  of  any 
case  in  which  the  government  is  interested,"  in  section  366,  and 
therefore  special  assistants  to  the  district  attorney  were 
authorized  to  assist  the  district  attorney  in  all  of  his  duties, 
including  his  duties  before  the  grand  jury.  The  learned 
judges  who  decided  these  cases  made  no  reference  to  U.  S.  v. 
Groathwaite^  supra,  where  it  is  stated  that  sections  363,  364, 
365,  and  366,  Bev.  St.,  are  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  sec- 
tions of  act  June  22,  1870,  c.  150,  16  Stat.  162,  164,  which 
were  preserved  and  reproduced  in  the  Revised  Statutes  at 
the  above  numbers.  We  think  therefore  that  they  should  be 
considered  as  parts  of  the  same  act  and  construed  together. 
U.  S.  V.  Rosenthal  (C.  C.)  121  Fed.  868. 

We  will  so  consider  them.  As  we  have  seen,  section  363 
authorizes  the  Attorney  General  to  appoint  attorneys  and 
counsellors  to  assist  the  district  attorneys  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duties,  and  fixes  the  compensation  therefor.  Section 
366  does  not  authorize  the  appointment  of  any  one,  but  pro- 
vides for  the  arming  of  the  attorneys  and  counsellors 
appointed  under  section  363  with  conmiissions  as  evidence  of 
their  appointment,  prescribes  the  character  of  oath  they 
[74]  shall  take,  and  defines  their  duties  and  liabilities,  and 
this,  too,  for  those  attorneys  and  counsellors  only  who  are 
specially  retained  by  the  Department  of  Justice  in  the  trial 
of  any  cases  in  which  the  government  is  interested.  They  are 
employed  and  retained  to  assist  the  district  attorneys  in  dis- 
charging their  duties.  These  duties  are  stated,  in  section  366, 
to  be  ''  to  assist  in  the  trial  of  cases."  Section  363  authorizes 
their  appointment  to  assist,  and  section  366  especially  states 
what  they  are  to  assist  in  doing,  viz.,  "  in  the  trial  of  cases." 
Certainly,  the  trial  of  a  case  does  not  begin  before  a  grand 
jury.  That  is  a  secret  investigation  from  which  the  proposed 
defendant  is  excluded  and  prohibited  from  being  heard  in 
person,  by  counsel,  or  through  witnesses.  An  entirely -ex 
parte  proceeding  to  determine  whether  or  not,  upon  the  tes- 
timony of  the  government  witnesses  alone,  the  accused  should 
be  put  upon  his  trial  before  a  court  and  jury  of  his  peers  of 
his  own  selection,  when  and  where  he  can  be  heard  in  person, 
by  his  counsel  and  his  witnesses.    U.  S,  v.  Rosenthal^  supra. 


UNITED  STATES  V,  VIBOINIA-GABOLINA  CHEMICAL  CO.   407 

Opinion  of  the  Ooort 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  this  court  cannot  follow  the  hold- 
ings in  ihe  Cobhan  and  Twining  casea^  but  is  constrained  to 
hold  that  no  authority  existed  at  or  before  the  finding  of  this 
indictment  authorizing  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  to  issue  a  commission  that  would,  with  the  sanction  of 
law,  authorize  special  assistants  to  the  United  States  attorney 
to  appear  before  and  participate  in  the  proceedings  of  a 
grand  jury,  as  was  done  in  this  case.  The  Congress  of  the 
United  States  so  understood  the  law  to  be  at  that  time.  On 
June  30,  1906  (more  than  a  month  after  the  indictment  was 
found),  it  was  enacted  as  follows: 

"  That  the  Attorney  Genera]  or  any  ofBcer  of  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice, or  any  attorney  or  counsellor  specially  appointed  by  the  Attorney 
General  under  any  provisioD  of  law,  may,  when  thereunto  specifically 
directed  by  the  Attorney  General,  conduct  any  kind  of  legal  proceed- 
inn^  dvil  or  criminal,  including  grand  jury  proceedings  and  proceed- 
ings before  committing  magistrates,  which  district  attorneys  now  are 
or  hereafter  may  be  by  law  authorized  to  conduct,  whether  or  not  he 
or  they  be  residents  of  the  district  in  which  such  proceeding  is 
brought 

"Approved  June  30,  1906." 

Act  June  90,  1906,  c.  3935,  34  Stat  16  (U.  S.  Gomp.  St  Supp.  1907, 
p.  44). 

Here  we  have  Congress,  after  this  indictment  was  found, 
enacting  a  law  authorizing  the  Attorney  General  to  do  the 
very  thing  that  was  attempted  to  be  done  in  this  case;  that 
is,  appoint  special  assistants  to  the  district  attorneys  to  assist 
them  in  discharging  their  duties  in  grand  jury  proceedings. 
Mr.  Gillet,  of  the  House  Judiciary  Committee,  reported  the 
bill  from  that  committee,  and  therein  said : 

"As  the  law  now  stands,  only  the  district  attorney  has  any  au- 
thority to  appear  before  a  grand  Jury,  no  matter  how  important  the 
case  may  be,  and  no  matter  how  necessary  it  may  be  to  the  interests 
of  the  government  to  have  the  assistance  of  one  who  is  speciaUy  or 
particularly  qualified  by  reason  of  his  peculiar  knowledge  and  skill, 
to  properly  present  to  the  grand  Jury  the  question  being  considered 
by  it" 

He  understood)  and  Congress  understood,  that  at  that  time 
only  the  district  attorneys  had  authority  to  appear  before  a 
grand  jury,  no  matter  how  important  the  case  may  be. 

[76]  Why  pass  this  act,  if  it  was  previously  the  law?  This 
question  was  asked  by  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  in  Ba£h  OowUy 
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V.  Amy^  13  Wall.  249,  20  L.  Ed.  539,  in  disoosBing  the  dev 
enth  and  fourteenth  sections  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789 
(Act  Sept.  24,  1789,  c  20,  1  Stat.  78,  81),  where  it  was  in- 
sisted the  power  to  issue  certain  writs  was  given  by  section 
11,  and  wherein  by  said  section  14  that  power  was  expressly 
granted,  and  he  inquires: 

"  Why  make  this  grant  if  it  had  been  prerionsly  made  in  the  elev- 
enth section?" 

Had  the  Attorney  General  been  authorized  to  appoint  and 
commission  special  assistants  to  the  district  attorneys,  with 
authority  to  conduct  proceedings  before  the  grand  juries 
of  the  country,  the  act  of  June  30, 1906,  would  not  have  been 
passed.  There  would  have  been  no  need  for  it.  It  seems 
needless  to  add  that,  if  the  contention  of  counsel  for  the 
government  as  to  the  law  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
June  30,  1906,  is  correct,  that  act  would  be  but  declaratory 
thereof,  and  it  would  in  no  way  affect  it.  The  court,  how- 
ever, does  not  agree  with  counsel  for  the  government  in  the 
contention  that  the  act  of  June  30th  was  the  law  prior  to  that 
date.  It  follows  therefore  that  the  court  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  waa  not 
authorized  by  law  to  confer  upon  the  special  assistants  to 
the  district  attorney  the  right  to  conduct  investigations  be- 
fore the  grand  jury,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  and  that  Messrs. 
Sanford  and  Graves  were  improperly  before  the  grand  jury 
under  the  facts  stated  herein  above. 

Did  their  presence  and  their  participation  in  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  grand  jury  influence  that  body  in  its 
action? 

It  must  be  assumed  that  the  grand  jury  was  composed  of 
men  of  average  intelligence  and  information,  who  would 
have  known  that  the  government  must  have  been  greatly 
interested  in  the  finding  of  this  indictment  and  in  the  prose- 
cution of  the  defendants  before  it  would  send  two  eminent 
lawyers,  neither  of  whom  was  a  resident  of  this  district,  to 
Nashville  to  especially  conduct  this  investigation.  Their 
presence  there  and  participation  in  this  investigation  was 
bound  to  have  impressed  the  jury  and  conveyed  to  them 
the  information  that  the  Department  of  Justice  was  exceed- 
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inglj  anxious  that  this  indictment  be  found.  Who  can  say 
how  far-reaching  this  influence  was,  and  what  effect  it  had 
on  the  individual  juror  when  he  came  to  vote  upon  the  find- 
ing of  the  indictment,  assuming,  as  we  do  and  must,  that 
the  conduct  of  these  special  assistants  before  the  grand  jury 
was  as  circumspect  in  every  particular  as  would  have  been 
that  of  the  district  attorney  had  he  been  present  and  alone 
conducting  the  investigation. 
As  is  said  in  U.  /S.  v.  Edgerton  (D.  C.)  80  Fed.  374: 

"There  must  not  only  be  no  improper  influence  or  suggestion  In 
the  grand  jury  room,  but,  ns  suggested  in  Lewis  v.  Commissionern, 
74  N.  C.  194,  there  must  be  no  opportunity  therefor.  If  the  presence 
of  an  unauthorized  person  in  the  grand  jury  room  may  be  excused, 
who  will  set  bounds  to  the  abuse  to  follow  such  a  breach  of  the  safe- 
guards which  surround  the  grand  jury." 

The  same  authority  holds  that  the  rule  that  no  person 
other  than  the  witness  and  the  legally  authorized  attorney 
for  the  government  [76]  can  be  present  during  the  sessions 
of  the  grand  jury  is  inherent  in  the  grand  jury  system  with 
all  the  force  of  a  statutory  enactment. 

In  Wilson  v.  State,  70  Miss.  595, 13  South.  225,  35  Am.  St. 
Rep.  664,  the  court  said : 

*"  It  l8  a  serious  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  right  of  one  accused  or 
suspected  of  a  crime  to  the  orderly  and  impartial  administration  of 
the  law  begins  only  after  indictment  Immunity  from  prosecutions 
for  indictable  ofTenses,  except  by  presentment  by  the  grand  jury,  is 
declared  and  preserved  by  the  organic  law  of  this  and  all  other  states, 
and  though,  by  reason  of  the  secrecy  of  the  proceedings  before  that 
body,  its  action  is  seldom  brought  in  review,  it  can  not  be  doubted  that 
one  whose  acts  are  there  the  subject  of  investigation  is  as  much  en- 
tlUed  to  the  just,  impartial,  and  unbiased  judgment  of  that  body  as 
be  is  to  that  of  the  petit  jury  on  his  final  trial." 

In  Jacoh  Sharp's  case,  107  N.  Y.  476, 14  N.  E.  348,  1  Am. 
St.  Rep.  851,  the  court,  through  Judge  Peckham  (now  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States) ,  said : 

"The  law  must  protect  all  who  come  within  its  sphere,  whether  the 
person  who  invokes  its  protection  seems  to  be  sorely  pressed  by  the 
weight  of  the  Inculpatory  evidence  or  not.  It  can  not  alter,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  conviction  of  one  who  may  be  called  or  re- 
garded as  a  great  criminal,  and  yet  be  invoked  for  the  purpose  of 
Bhtitering  an  Innocent  man.    In  the  eyes  of  the  law,  all  are  innocent 
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until  conTlcted  In  accordance  with  the  forma  of  law,  and  by  a  dose 
adherence  to  ita  rules." 

To  this  doctrine  this  court  subscribes.    Let  it  be  repeated : 

"  In  the  eyes  of  the  law,  all  are  Innocent  until  convicted  in  accord- 
ance with  the  forms  of  law,  and  by  a  close  adherence  to  its  mles." 

The  result  is  that  the  demurrer  to  the  replication  is  sus- 
tained, the  plea  in  abatement  allowed,  and  the  indictment 
quashed. 

Orders  will  be  entered  consistent  with  the  views  expressed 
in  this  opinion. 


[7011  UNITED  STATES  TOBACCO  CO.  v.  AMERICAN 

TOBACCO  CO.  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    July  10, 1908.) 

[163  Fed.  Bep.,  701.] 

Monopolies — ^Restraint  in  Interstate  Commebce — Statutes — ^Man- 
ufacturers.—Act  Cong.  July  2,  1800,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  8. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  provides :  That  every  contract,  comblnatioii 
in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  conunerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is 
illegal ;  that  every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  mo- 
nopolize, or  combine,  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons 
to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor; 
and  that  any  person  Injured  In  his  business  or  property  by  anything 
forbidden  by  the  act  may  sue  therefor.  Held,  that  a  mere  agree- 
ment to  monopolize  the  manufacture  of  an  article  of  commerce  is 
not  prohibited,  but  that,  in  order  to  be  within  the  act,  the  contract, 
combination,  or  conspiracy  must  be  In  itself  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  or,  if 
a  monopoly  or  attempted  monopoly  or  combination  or  conspiracy  to 
monopolize,  it  must  be  of  some  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states  or  foreign  nations.' 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  cases  in  point,  see  Qeat.  Dig.  voL  86,  Monopo- 
lies, If  11.1 

Same — Scope  of  Agreement. — ^An  agreement  between  defendants, 
manufacturers  of  licorice  paste  used  in  the  manufacture  of  tobacco, 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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proTided  tbat  there  should  be  no  competi(708]tlon  in  price  be- 
tween them,  and  they,  from  time  to  time,  agreed  and  malutained 
arbitrary  and  noncompetitive  prices  for  paste  at  which  it  was 
actually  sold  in  interstate  commerce.  Defendants  also  agreed  With 
and  induced  certain  competitors  in  the  business  to  establish  and 
maintain  arbitrary  and  noncompetltlye  prices  in  excess  of  the  nor- 
mal and  reasonable  prices  that  wonld  otherwise  have  prevailed,  and 
also  apportioned  the  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  such  sub- 
stance and  of  the  customers  of  two  of  the  manufacturers,  arbitrarily 
fixing  the  amount  of  business  they  should  do,  and  also  so  managed 
and  agreed  with  another  that  the  latter  should  only  sell  1,000,000 
pounds  of  paste  during  1904,  and  not  more  than  50,000  pounds  addi- 
tional during  each  year  for  five  years  from  December  81,  1903,  and« 
if  he  sold  more,  he  should  pay  to  another  of  the  defendant  com- 
panies certain  sums  approximately  equal  to  the  profits  of  the  excess. 
Held,  that  such  agreement  constituted  an  unlawful  Interference  with 
interstate  commerce,  prohibited  by  Act  Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat.  209  (U.  8.  Gomp.  St  1001,  p.  3200),  declaring  that  every  con- 
tract, combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  among  the 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations  should  be  illegal. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  cases  In  point,  see  Cent  Dig.  vol.  35,  Monopo- 
lies, §  13.] 

Demurrers  to  Complaint.  Action  for  treble  damages 
under  the  provisions  of  Act  Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26 
Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  entitled  "An  act 
to  protect  tsade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies." 

Harlan  F,  Stone^  for  plaintiff. 

A,  H,  Burroughs^  for  defendants  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company. 

NicoU^  Anable^  Lindsay  and  Fuller  {De  Lancey  Nicoll^  of 
counsel),  for  defendants,  James  B.  Duke  and  Karl  Jung- 
bluth. 

Rat,  District  Judge» 

The  plaintiff  is  a  Virginia  corporation  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  plug  and  smoking  tobacco  and  selling  said 
articles  of  merchandise  in  the  several  states  of  the  United 
States  and  in  foreign  countries  and  engaged  in  commerce 
among  the  r^id  states.  The  American  Tobacco  Company, 
organized  in  1904,  is  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  and  defend- 

10870*— S.  Doc.  111.  62-1,  vol  3 27 
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dant  James  B.  Duke  its  president  The  MacAndrews  & 
Forbes  Company  is  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  and  defendant 
Karl  Jungbluth  is  its  president.  The  J.  S.  Young  Company 
is  a  marine  corporation,  organized  in  December,  1903,  and 
Howard  £.  Young  is  its  president. 

The  American  Tobacco  Company  is  the  result  of  the  mer- 
ger of  three  companies,  viz.  Continental  Tobacco  Company, 
Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  and  the  American  Tobacco 
Company  about  October  1,  1904.  This  merger  took  place 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  and  pursuant  to 
an  agreement,  and  all  the  debts,  duties,  and  liabilities  of  the 
Continental  Tobacco  Company  attached  to  the  defendant 
American  Tobacco  Company.  Duke,  from  December  8, 
1893,  was  the  president  of  the  Continental  Company  and 
has  been  president  of  the  American  Company  since  its  or- 
ganization, and  he  and  these  companies  are  and  have  been 
engaged  in  carrying  on  business  in  interstate  commerce  in 
tobacco  and  articles  manufactured  therefrom.  From  about 
December  8,  1903,  the  defendants,  MacAndrews  &  Forbes 
Company  and  said  J.  S.  Young  Company  and  their  presi- 
dents, respectively,  were  engaged  in  carrying  on  business  as 
manufacturers  and  dealers  in  licorice  paste,  [703]  a  valuable 
article  of  merchandise,  useful  and  necessary  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  plug  and  smoking  tobacco.  These  last-named  com- 
panies had  factories  for  its  manufacture  in  different  states. 
These  companies  and  their  presidents  by  authority  of  the 
companies  sold  large  quantities  of  such  licorice  paste  to 
manufacturers  of  plug  and  smoking  tobacco,  including  the 
plaintiff  company,  throughout  the  United  States,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  sales  shipped  same  from  their  said  factories 
to  such  manufacturers  in  other  states  of  the  United  States 
than  those  wherein  the  said  factories  were  situated.  The 
said  last-named  companies  and  their  presidents  controlled 
more  than  85  per  cent,  of  the  interstate  business  in  such 
licorice  paste  of  which  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company 
had  and  controlled  about  nine-tenths  and  the  said  J,  S. 
Young  Company  about  one-tenth.  Prior  to  the  consolida- 
tion, etc.,  these  companies  were  competitors  in  business,  and 
the  plaintiff  charges  that  they  would  have  continued  to  be 
competitors  but  for  the  alleged  unlawful  combination,  con- 
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spiraqr,  oontract,  and  agreement  set  out  in  the  complaint,  as 
follows : 

"  (a)  Competition  as  to  the  price  at  which  the  said  licorice  paste 
was  during  said  period  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  MacAndrews  A 
Forbes  Company  and  said  J.  S.  Young  Company,  as  between  said  cor- 
poration defendants  and  among  them  severally  and  their  several  com- 
petitors In  said  Interstate  business,  trade,  and  commerce,  was  under 
the  direction  and  control  of  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and 
of  defendants,  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  James  B.  Duke,  as 
hereinafter  stated,  prevented  and  destroyed  by  the  defendants  herein 
agreeing  among  themselves  that  there  should  be  no  such  competition, 
by  the  said  defendants  from  time  to  time  agreeing  upon  establishing, 
fixing,  and  maintaining  arbitrary  and  noncompetitive  prices  for  the 
said  licorice  paste  so  sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  defendants,  Mac- 
Andrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  J.  S.  Young  Company  and  their  sev- 
eral competitors  In  said  interstate  business,  trade,  and  commerce  as 
aforesaid,  by  their  selling  and  delivering  such  licorice  paste  in  such 
business,  trade,  and  commerce  at  such  arbitrary  and  noncompetitive 
prices,  and  by  their  agreeing  with  and  inducing  certain  of  the  com- 
petitors of  the  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  said  J.  S. 
Young  Company,  to  wit,  one  John  D.  Lewis  of  Providence,  R.  I.,  en- 
gaged throughout  said  period  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  and  in 
Interstate  commerce  in  said  licorice  paste  in  the  United  States,  and 
the  Weaver  &  Sterry  Company,  Ltd.,  of  New  York  City,  N.  Y.,  engaged 
throughout  said  period  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  and  in  inter- 
state commerce  in  said  licorice  paste  in  the  United  States,  likewise  to 
establish  and  maintain  arbitrary  and  noncompetitive  prices  for  said 
licorice  paste,  in  said  interstate  busines,  trade,  and  commerce  of  such 
competitors,  which  said  prices  so  agreed  upon,  established,  fixed,  and 
maintained  by  the  defendants  herein,  and  by  said  competitors,  were 
greatly  in  excess  of  the  prices  which  would  at  such  times  and  during 
said  period  have  prevailed  for  the  said  licorice  paste  in  said  interstate 
business,  trade,  and  commerce  of  the  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Com- 
pany and  J.  S.  Young  Company  and  their  said  competitors  or  any  of 
them,  and  in  excess  of  reasonable  and  normal  prices  for  such  licorice 
Itaste  which  would  have  prevailed  in  such  business,  trade,  and  com- 
merce if  said  defendants  had  not  engaged  in  said  unlawful  combina- 
tion, conspiracy,  contract,  and  agreement  in  restraint  of  said  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce,  and  if  they  had  not  attempted  to  restrain 
and  monopolize  said  trade  and  commerce  as  aforesaid. 

**  (h)  A  division  and  apportionment  of  said  interstate  business, 
trade,  and  commerce,  and  of  the  customers  of  the  said  MacAndrews  & 
Forbes  Company  and  the  said  J.  S.  Young  Company  were  made  under 
and  pursuant  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  Continental  Tobacco 
Company  and  of  defendants,  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and 
James  B.  Duke,  as  hereafter  set  forth,  between  the  MacAndrews 
fc  Forbes  Company  and  J.  S.  Young  Company,  by  the  terms  of  which 
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division  and  apportionment  as  agreed  npon  by  the  Oon[704]tlnenta] 
Tobacco  Ck)nipany  and  tbe  defendants  herein,  and  each  of  theni,  the 
customers  with  whom  each  of  the  said  defendant  corporations,  the  Mac- 
Andrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  the  J.  S.  Young  Company,  should 
d^al,  and  to  whom  the  said  corporations  should  sell  such  licorice  paste 
80  arbitrarily  fixed  and  agreed  upon  and  the  amount  of  the  profits 
which  the  said  defendant,  J.  S.  Young  Company,  should  be  allowed 
from  the  total  business  carried  on  by  the  said  defendants,  MacAn- 
drews  &  Forbes  Company  and  J.  S.  Young  Company,  was  arbitrarily 
fixed,  determined,  and  agreed  upon  by  said  Continental  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  defendants. 

**{o)  The  defendants  hereiif,  and  each  of  them,  under  and  pursuant 
to  the  control  and  direction  of  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and 
defendants,  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  James  B.  Duke,  as 
hereinafter  set  forth,  so  contrived  and  managed  and  agreed  that  the 
said  John  D.  Lewis  contracted  and  agreed  with  the  said  J.  S.  Young 
Company  that  he  would  not  sell  more  than  1,000,000  pounds  of  such 
licorice  paste  during  the  year  1904,  nor  more  than  50,000  pounds  addi- 
tional during  each  year  for  five  years  from  December  31.  1903,  so 
that  it  was  agreed  that  the  total  product  of  sale  of  John  D.  Lewis 
should  be  not  more  than  1,200,000  pounds  during  the  year  1908;  it 
being  provided  by  the  said  agreement  that  if  be.  the  said  John  D. 
L^wis,  should  sell  more  than  said  amounts  during  said  years  re- 
spectively, he  was  to  pay  to  the  said  J.  S.  Young  Company  an  amount 
of  money  approximately  equal  to  his  profits  upon  the  quantity  sold 
by  him  in  excess  of  such  amounts  respectively,  and  that  he  should 
establish  and  maintain  arbitrary  and  noncompetitive  prices  as  here- 
inbefore set  forth  for  all  licorice  paste  sold  by  him,  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  which  said  agreement  were  during  said  period  duly 
complied  with  by  the  said  John  B.  Lewis  by  his  selling  large  quan- 
tities of  such  licorice  paste  at  such  prices. 

**{d)  The  terms  and  conditions  upon  and  under  which  during  tbe 
said  period  sales  of  such  licorice  paste  were  made  by  the  said  Mac- 
Andrews  Sc  Forbes  Company  and  J.  S.  Young  Company  in  respect  to 
discounts  and  times  of  payment  for  and  of  delivery  of  such  licorice 
paste,  and  with  respect  to  the  form  and  character  of  all  contracts 
under  which  the  same  was  sold,  were  made  noncompetitive  as  between 
said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  J.  S.  Young  Company  In 
said  interstate  business,  trade,  and  commerce,  pursuant  to  agreement 
by  and  between  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  the  defend- 
ants, and  each  of  them,  as  hereafter  set  forth.** 

The  complaint  then  alleges  that  the  said  conspiracy,  com- 
bination, contract,  and  agreement  was  brought  about  by  the 
agencies  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  viz. : 

"  In  1902  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  acquired  control  of  the 
defendant  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  through  ownnvhlp  of  a 
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majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company 
bavlng  Toting  power,  and  thereupon  said  C<»itinental  Tohaoco  Com- 
Iiaiiy  and  defendant  James  B.  Duke,  in  the  attempt  to  establish  a  mo- 
nopoly in  the  business  of  manu&cturing  and  selling  licorice  paste  iu 
the  United  States,  and  in  the  aid  of  the  establishment  by  the  said  Con 
tinental  Tobacco  Company  of  a  monopoly  in  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  tobacco  and  tobacco  products  in  the  United  States,  acquired  through 
said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  control  of  several  competitors 
In  the  business  of  manufacturing  licorice  paste,  to  wit,  the  Mellor  & 
Rittenhouse  Company  of  Camden,  K.  J.,  and  the  Stamford  Manu- 
facturing Company  of  Stamford,  Conn.,  so  that  in  the  summer  of  1902 
the  principal  manufiicturers  of  licorice  paste,  who  remained  inde- 
pendent of  the  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company  and  the  Continental 
Tobacco  Company,  and  carrying  on  business  in  competition  with  the 
said  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company,  were  the  J.  S.  Young  Company, 
a  corporation  organised  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey 
(predecessor  of  defendant  J.  S.  Young  Company)  and  the  said  J.  D. 
Iiewis,  and  thefee  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  in  agreement 
with  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  said  James  B.  Duke  un- 
dertook to  drive  out  of  business  as  independent  manufacturers,  and 
to  that  end  sold  and  distributed  licorice  paste  at  greatly  reduced 
prlcce  and  made  special  inducements  to  customers  of  their  said  com- 
petitors. That  until  the  organization  of  the  de[706]fendant  the 
American  Tobacco  Company,  as  aforesaid,  the  business  policy  of  the 
MacAndrew  ft  Forbes  Company  was  conducted  and  directed  by  the 
said  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  by  tiie  defendant  James  B. 
Duke,  and  the  several  acts  of  the  several  defendants,  their  agents  and 
servants,  herein  set  forth  and  constituting  the  combination,  conspiracy, 
and  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  herein  complained 
of,  until  the  organisation  of  the  said  the  American  Tobacco  Company, 
were  dictated  and  directed  by  the  said  Continental  Tobacco  Company 
and  the  said  James  B.  Duke,  and  upon  tiie  merger  of  the  Continental 
Tobacco  Company  into  the  defendant  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, as  afdresaid,  it  then  acquired  control  of  the  MacAndrews  ft 
Forbes  Company  through  ownership  of  a  majority  of  the  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  said  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company  having 
voting  power,  and  thereafter  the  business  policy  of  the  said  Mac- 
Andrews  ft  Forbes  Company  was  directed  and  controlled  by  the  de- 
fendant the  American  Tobacco  Company,  through  and  by  the  defend- 
ant James  B.  Duke,  as  its  president,  and  the  several  acts  occurring 
thereafter  of  the  several  defendants,  their  agents  and  servants,  herein 
set  forth  #nd  constituting  the  combination,  conspiracy,  and  agree- 
ment in  restraint  of  trade  herein  complained  of,  were  dictated  and 
directed  by  the  said  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  by  defendant 
the  said  James  B.  Duke,  as  its  president 

"On  or  about  October,  1006,  under  and  pursuant  to  the  direction 
and 'control,  as  aforesaid,  of  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and 
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of  said  James  B.  Dnke,  an  agreement  was  reached  between  the  de 
fendant  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  the  said  J.  S.  Yoong 
Company  of  New  Jersey,  by  which  it  was  agreed  tliat  a  new  corpora- 
tion was  to  be  organized  with  the  name  '  J.  S.  Young  Company '  and 
1800,000  capital,  to  which  the  business  of  the  old  Young  Company  wan 
to  be  transferred,  and  a  large  majority  of  the  common  stock,  which 
alone  had  voting  power,  was  to  be  issued  to  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes 
Company  for  no  other  consideration  than  its  guaranteeing  the  annual 
sale  of  5,000,000  pounds  of  licorice  paste  by  the  new  Young  Company, 
and  guaranteeing  payment  of  dividends  of  6  per  cent,  on  $600,000  of 
its  preferred  stock.  Pursuant  to  this  agreement,  J.  S.  Young  Com- 
pany was  organized  on  or  about  December,  1903,  and  on  or  about 
December  8,  1903,  the  defendant,  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company, 
then  being  controlled  and  directed  by  the  Continental  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  defendant  James  B.  Duke,  as  aforesaid,  In  the  manner 
herein  sec  forth,  and  pursuant  to  such  control  and  direction,  and 
pursuant  to  said  agreement  between  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company 
and  the  J.  S.  Young  Company  of  New  Jersey,  entered  into  and  exe- 
cuted a  written  agreement  with  said  J.  S.  Young  Company,  which 
written  contract  or  agreement  provided,  among  other  things,  for  the 
acquisition  by  the  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  of  control 
of  the  defendant  J.  8.  Young  Company  through  the  acquisition  and 
ownership  of  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  stock  of  the  defendant  J.  8. 
Young  Company  having  voting  power.  That  a  true  copy  of  said  oon> 
tract  marked  'A*  is  annexed  hereto  and  made  part  hereof.  That  pui- 
suant  to  said  contract  defendant  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company 
acquired  2,000  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  J.  8.  Young  Com- 
pany, having  a  par  value  of  $100  each,  being  a  majority  of  the  shares 
of  capital  stock  of  the  J.  S.  Young  Company  having  voting  power, 
and  from  and  after  said  date,  and  throughout  said  period,  said  con- 
tract was  fully  performed  by  the  parties  thereto,  and  the  said  de- 
fendant J.  S.  Young  Company,  although  maintaining  a  separate  cor- 
porate existence,  came  under  the  complete  control  of  said  MacAn- 
drews ft  Forbes  Company,  whose  officers  Issued  orders  and  directions 
directly  to  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  said  J.  8.  Young  Company, 
which  control  continued  through  the  said  period  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned. 

*' After  the  organization  of  the  defendant  J.  8.  Young  Company,  it 
announced  and  advertised  itself  to  be  independent  of  the  said  Con- 
tinental Tobacco  Company  and  said  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company, 
and  of  all  trusts  and  combinations,  and  sought  to  and  did  mislead 
and  defraud  the  public  by  falsely  advertising,  as  aforesaid,  that  it 
was  independent  of  and  engaged  in  fair  competition  with  other  manu 
facturers  of  licorice  paste,  and  after  December  8,  1903,  the  said  de- 
fendants, acting  in  concert  and  by  agreement,  and  combining  together 
as  aforesaid,  under  the  ultimate  direction  of  the  Continental  Tobacco 
Company  and  James  B.  Duke,  as  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time  raised 
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the  price  [706]  of  said  licorice  paste  to  purchasers  and  consumers 
thereof  in  said  trade  and  commerce.  Thereafter,  on  or  about  Decem 
ber  31,  1903,  the  defendant  J.  S.  Young  Company,  pursuant  to  the 
directions  and  control  of  the  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company, 
and  pursuant  to  the  ultimate  direction  and  control  of  the  Continental 
Tobacco  Company  and  def aidant  James  B.  Duke,  as  aforesaid,  en- 
tered into  a  written  contract  with  the  said  J.  D.  Lewis  of  Providence, 
R.  I.,  wherein  and  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  amount  of  output 
of  licorice  by  the  said  Lewis  for  the  period  of  five  years  from  the 
date  thereof  should  be  limited,  and  wherein  and  whereby  the  said 
J.  S.  Young  Company  was  given  power  to  regulate  the  price  at  which 
the  said  Lewis  should  sell  the  same  said  licorice  paste  and  an  inter- 
est In  the  profits  made  on  his  said  business  by  Lewis,  and  wherein 
and  whereby  It  was  provided  that  the  price  for  licorice  paste,  sold 
by  the  said  Lewis  should  be  always  during  said  five  years  one-quarter 
of  a  cent  per  pound  less  than  that  sold  by  the  said  J.  S.  Young  Com- 
pany. That  a  true  copy  of  said  agreement,  mar  Iced  '  B '  is  annexed 
hereto  and  made  part  hereof.  Thereafter,  the  said  defendants,  acting 
in  concert  with  the  said  Lewis  and  by  agreement  and  combining  to 
gether,  as  aforesaid,  and  under  the  ultimate  direction  at  first  of  said 
Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  thereafter  of  the  American  To- 
bacco Company  and  of  said  James  B«  Duke,  as  aforesaid,  from  time 
to  time  with  said  Lewis  raised  the  price  of  said  licorice  paste  to 
purchasers  and  consumers  thereof  in  said  trade  and  commence;  the 
said  prices  for  licorice  paste  being  always  as  provided  in  and  by  the 
said  agreements  and  contracts  so  fixed  and  arranged  by  said  de- 
fendants. That  the  defendant  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company 
charged  one-half  a  cent  per  pound  for  said  licorice  paste  more  than  the 
said  J.  S.  Young  Company,  and  that  the  said  J.  S.  Young  Company 
charged  always  for  said  licorice  paste  one-quarter  of  a  cent  a  pound 
more  than  the  said  J.  D.  Lewis.  Thereafter,  by  agreement  and  con- 
certed action  also  among  the  several  defendants  and  the  said  J.  D. 
Lewis,  the  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  the  said  J.  S. 
Young  Company  with  said  J.  D.  Lewis,  and  each  of  them,  declined 
to  sell  to  prospective  purchasers  of  said  licorice  paste,  including 
plaintiff,  the  full  amount  of  the  orders  of  such  purchasers,  but  by 
such  agreement  and  concert  arbitrarily  limited  the  amount  which 
should  be  sold  to  any  such  customer  or  customers.  Thereafter  on 
or  about  June,  1004,  the  said  J.  S.  Young  Company,  still  under  the 
direction  of  defendant  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company,  and  under 
the  ultimate  direction  of  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  said 
James  B.  Duke,  as  aforesaid,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  said 
Weaver  &  Sterry  Company,  Ltd.,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the 
uniform  minimum  price  of  said  Weaver  &  Sterry  Company,  Ltd.,  for 
said  licorice  paste  should  be  fixed  at  9i  cents  per  pound  after  July  Isi 
of  that  year,  and  that  no  contracts  for  furnishing  an  indefinite  quantit> 
of  aaid  licorice  paste  to  customers  at  that  or  any  price  should  be 
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made,  and  that  such  price  agreement  should  continue  antll  the  close 
of  the  year  1906. 

*'  The  Ck)ntlnenta]  Tobacco  Company  and  defendants  other  than  the 
American  Tobacco  Company,  having  thus  acquired  control  of  Inter- 
state trade  and  commerce  In  the  United  States  In  licorice  paste,  there- 
after from  time  to  time  during  said  period  and  together  with  defend- 
ant the  American  Tobacco  Company,  after  Its  organization,  by  con- 
certed action  between  them  and  said  J.  D.  Lewis  and  Weaver  &  Sterry 
Company,  Ltd.,  raised  the  price  of  such  paste,  and  In  pursuance  of 
said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  agreement  In  restraint  of  trade. 
It  was  on  or  about  July,  1904,  and  thereafter  arranged  and  agreed  by 
the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  by  said  defendants  and  by  the 
said  J.  D.  Lewis  and  said  Weaver  k  Sterry  Company,  Ltd.,  and  each 
of  them,  and  said  arrangement  and  agreement  thereafter  carried  out 
by  concerted  action  by  them,  that  the  trade  hi  said  licorice  paste 
should  be  apportioned  as  follows:  As  far  as  pre-existing  contracts 
would  permit,  said  HacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  was  thereafter  to 
sell  said  licorice  paste  to  no  one  but  to  the  said  American  Tobacco 
Company  and  said  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  and  manufacturers 
controlled  by  or  affiliated  with  them,  and  In  the  event  that  any  oUier 
manufacturer  attempted  to  buy  from  the  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes 
Company,  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  was  to  demand  of 
such  prospective  customers  a  price  for  such  licorice  paste  uniformly 
higher  than  that  asked  by  any  of  the  said  other  parties  to  said  combi- 
nation [707]  and  conspiracy,  and  thus  Induce  such  Independent 
manufticturera  to  purchase  their  supplies  or  licorice  paste  of  the  said 
J.  S.  Young  Company,  J.  D.  Lewis,  and  Weaver  &  Sterry,  Ltd.,  or 
some  of  them  under  a  uniform  form  of  contract  as  hereafter  stated. 
It  was  furiher  agreed  and  provided  that  defendant  J.  8.  Young  Com- 
pany and  said  J.  D.  Lewis  should  offer  to  manufacturers  of  tobacco 
known  as  'independent  tobacco  manufacturers,'  1.  e.,  manufacturers 
other  than  those  controlled  by  or  affiliated  with  the  American  Tobacco 
Company  and  the  said  Continental  Tobacco  Company  as  aforesaid, 
a  uniform  form  of  contract,  being  for  two  yeara,  whereby  the  sapfdy 
demandable  by  the  manufacturer  was  fixed  at  a  minimum,  which  he 
was  obligated  by  said  contract  to  take  and  a  greater  maximum  beyond 
which  he  was  not  entitled  to  purchase  licorice  paste  at  9%  cents  per 
pound  from  the  said  J.  S.  Young  Company,  and  9%  eoits  per  pound 
from  the  said  Lewis,  and  the  price  for  said  paste  to  be  subject  to 
Increase  for  the  second  year.  That  a  true  copy  of  such  proposed  con- 
tract, omitting  dates  and  names,  amounts  and  prices,  marked  *C,'  is 
annexed  hereto  and  made  pari  hereof.  That  the  persons  with  whom 
said  Lewis  could  make  this  agreement  or  contract  were  fixed  and  de- 
termined upon  by  the  defendant  MacAndrews  ft  Forbes  Company, 
which  Instructed  both  the  said  Lewis  and  the  defendant  J.  S.  Young 
Company  to  sell  to  no  customer  whose  requirem^ts  exceeded  20  cases 
of  said  licorice  paste  per  annum,  who  fslled  to  sign  said  form  of 
contract,  and  it  was  further  agreed  among  the  said  defendants,  the 
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said  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  the  said  Lewis  and  said  J.  S. 
Young  Company,  that  very  small  consnmers,  i.  e.,  those  using  less 
than  20  cases  per  year,  might  still  obtain  licorice  paste  at  10^  cents 
per  pound  from  Lewis  or  101  cents  per  pound  from  the  said  J.  S 
Young  Company.  That  said  last-mentioned  agreement  between  de- 
fendants and  John  D.  Lewis  was  carried  into  effect  by  defendants  and 
John  D.  Lewis  by  apportioning  said  contracts  for  licorice  paste  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  placing  pro- 
bibitire  prices  upon  said  licorice  paste,  as  aforesaid,  to  all  customers 
who  were  so-called  'independent'  tobacco  manufacturers,  and  by 
said  J.  8.  Young  Company  and  said  J.  D.  Lewis  offering  to  customers 
who  were  independent  manufacturers,  including  the  plaintiff,  said 
uniform  form  of  contract,  and  requiring  them  to  execute  said  contract 
as  a  condition  of  filling  their  orders  for  licorice  paste." 

As  I  look  at  this  complaint,  the  most  material  allegation 
is  the  one  wherein  it  is  charged  that  John  D.  Lewis  con- 
tracted and  agreed  with  the  J.  S.  Young  Company  that  he 
would  not  sell  more  than  1,000,000  pounds  of  such  licorice 
paste  during  the  year  1904,  nor  more  than  50,000  pounds  ad- 
ditional during  each  year  for  five  years  from  December  81, 
1903,  so  that  the  total  production  of  Lewis  should  not  be 
more  than  1,200,000  pounds  during  the  year  1908.  It  would 
seem  from  this  allegation  of  the  complaint  that  it  was  a  part 
of  the  agreement  and  combination  that  one  person  engaged 
in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  licorice  paste  to  various  cus- 
tomers throughout  the  United  States  was  not  to  sell  more 
than  the  amount  specified.  If  he  lived  up  to  his  agreement 
and  did  not  sell  but  a  limited  amount,  that  limited  amount 
only  would  be  shipped  by  him,  and  the  result  would  be  that 
a  less  amount  of  licorice  paste  sold  by  Lewis  would  pass 
from  state  to  state.  It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  there 
would  be  any  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce.  There  was 
no  agreement  or  combination  that  a  suflScient  amount  of 
licorice  paste  should  not  be  manufactured  and  sold  to  fully 
supply  the  market  and  all  demands  therefor  throughout 
the  United  States.  The  allegations  of  the  complaint  are, 
however,  that,  if  Lewis  did  sell  more  than  the  amounts  speci- 
fied, then  he  was  to  pay  to  the  J.  S.  Young  Company  an 
amount  of  money  approximately  equal  to  his  profits  upon 
the  quantity  sold  by  him  in  excess  of  such  specified  amounts. 

[708]  I  do  not  find  in  this  complaint  any  direct  allegation 
of  a  conspiracy,  combination,  contract,  or  agreement  to  re- 
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strain  or  interfere  with  interstate  trade  and  commerce.  It 
seems  to  have  been  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  monopo- 
lize the  production  of  licorice  paste  and  to  establish  and 
maintain  arbitrary  and  non-competitive  prices  for  such  arti- 
cle. The  act  of  July  2,  1890,  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies" 
(Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647, 26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901, 
p.  3200]),  provides  that: 

"  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  Is  hereby  declared  to  be  lllegaL" 

Also: 

"Every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or 
combine,  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  gnilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  etc. 

And: 

"Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by 
any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act  may  sue  therefor,"  etc. 

It  is  self-evident  that  the  contract,  combination,  or  con- 
spiracy must  be  in  its  operation  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  or, 
if  a  monopoly  or  attempted  monopoly  or  combination  or 
conspiracy  to  monopolize,  that  it  must  be  of  some  part  of 
the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations. 

In  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Company^  156  U.  S.  1, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325,  the  American  Sugar  Refining 
Company  by  means  of  a  combination  had  obtained  a  prac- 
tical monopoly  of  the  business  of  manufacturing  sugar,  but 
the  combination  only  related  to  the  manufacture  of  sugar, 
and  not  to  its  sale,  transportation,  and  delivery  among  the 
several  States.  Manufacture  is  no  part  of  interstate  or  in- 
ternational commerce,  even  though  the  article  manufactured 
is  designed  for  ultimate  sale  and  transportation  to  another 
state  or  transportation  to  and  sale  in  another  state.  But  the 
court  said : 

"  Ck)ntracts  to  buy,  sell,  or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported  among 
the  several  states,  the  transportation  and  its  instrumentalities,  and 
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articles  bought^  sold,  or  exchanged  for  the  purpose  of  such  transit 
among  the  states,  or  pat  In  the  way  of  transit,  may  be  regulated; 
but  this  Is  t^ecanse  they  fbrm  part  of  Interstate  trade  or  commerce. 
Hie  fact  that  an  article  is  manofactnred  for  export  to  another  state 
does  not  of  itself  make  It  an  article  of  interstate  commerce,  and  the 
intent  of  the  manufacturer  does  not  determine  the  time  when  the 
article  or  product  passes  from  the  control  of  the  state  and  belongs 
to  commerce." 

Assume  that  the  companies  and  individuals  mentioned  in 
the  complaint  here  were  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and 
production  of  licorice  paste,  that  they  were  each  engaged  in 
selling  and  transporting  their  pvoduct  to  other  states  and 
to  each  of  the  other  states,  that  one  or  more  of  them  de- 
sired to  monopolize  the  manufacture  of  such  paste  and  to 
increase  the  price  thereof  and  the  cost  thereof  to  the  con- 
sumer, and  that  [709]  an  agreement  was  made  by  all 
whereby  this  privilege  and  power  was  conferred  upon  one  or 
two  of  the  companies.  What  has  all  this  to  do  with  inter- 
state commerce?  How  does  such  an  agreement  or  combina- 
tion or  monopoly  have  to  do  with  interstate  commerce  or 
affect  it  ?    In  the  Knight  case,  supra,  the  court  said : 

"  Doubtless  the  power  to  control  the  manufacture  of  a  given  thing 
involves  in  a  certain  sense  the  control  of  its  disposition,  but  this  is  a 
secondary  and  not  the  primary  sense,  and  although  the  exercise  of 
that  power  may  result  in  bringing  the  operation  of  commerce  into 
play,  it  does  not  control  It,  and  affects  it  only  incidentally  and  indi- 
rectly." 

In  Addyaton  Pipe  cfe  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S. 

211,  at  pages  240,  241,  242,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  at  page  107,  44  L. 

Ed.  136,  the  court,  in  commenting  on  the  Knight  case  and 

in  deciding  the  case  then  before  it,  said : 

**  The  direct  purpose  of  the  combination  in  the  Kniffht  case  was  the 
control  of  the  manufacture  of  sugar.  There  was  no  combination  or 
agreement,  in  terms,  regarding  the  future  disposition  of  the  manu- 
factured article — ^nothing  looking  to  a  transaction  in  the  nature  of 
interstate  commerce.  The  probable  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
manufacturer  of  the  sugar  to  thereafter  dispose  of  It  by  sending  it  to 
some  marlcet  in  another  state  was  held  to  be  immaterial  and  not  to 
alter  the  character  of  the  combination.  The  various  cases  which  had 
been  decided  in  this  court  relating  to  the  subject  of  Interstate  com- 
merce, and  to  the  difference  between  that  and  the  manufacture  of 
commodities,  and  also  the  police  power  of  the  states  as  affected  by 
the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution,  were  adverted  to,  and  the 
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case  was  decided  upon  the  principle  that  a  combination  simply  to 
control  manufacture  was  not  a  ylolatlon  of  the  act  of  Congress,  be- 
cause such  a  contract  or  combination  did  not  directly  control  or  affect 
Interstate  commerce,  but  that  contracts  for  the  sale  and  transportation 
to  other  states  of  c^ecific  articles  were  proper  subjects  for  regulation 
because  they  did  form  part  of  such  commerce.  We  think  the  case 
now  before  us  Involves  contracts  of  the  nature  last  above  mentioned, 
not  incidentally  or  collaterally,  but  as  a  direct  and  Immediate  result 
of  the  combination  engaged  in  by  the  defendants.  While  no  particu- 
lar contract  regarding  the  furnishing  of  pipe  and  the  price  for  which 
it  should  be  furnished  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the 
combination  at  tbe  time  of  its  formation,  yet  It  was  their  Intention, 
as  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  combination,  to  directly  and  by  means 
of  such  combination  increase  the  price  for  which  all  contracts  for  the 
delivery  of  pipe  within  the  territory  above  described  should  be  made, 
and  the  latter  result  was  to  be  achieved  by  abolishing  all  competi- 
tion between  the  parties  to  the  combination.  The  direct  and  imme- 
diate result  of  the  combination  was  therefore  necessarily  a  lestralnt 
upon  interstate  commerce  in  respect  of  articles  manufactured  by  any 
of  the  parties  to  it  to  be  transported  beyond  the  state  in  which  they 
were  made.  Tbe  defendants  by  reason  of  this  combination  and  agree- 
ment could  only  send  their  goods  out  of  the  state  In  which  they  were 
manufactured  for  sale  and  delivery  in  another  state,  upon  the  terms 
and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such  combination.  As  pertinently 
asked  by  the  court  below,  was  not  this  a  direct  restraint  upon  inter- 
state commerce  In  those  goods? 

"  If  dealers  in  any  commodity  agreed  among  themselves  that  any 
particular  territory  bounded  by  state  lines  should  be  furnished  with 
such  commodity  by  certain  members  only  of  the  combination,  and 
the  others  would  abstain  from  business  in  that  territory,  would  not 
such  agreement  be  regarded  as  one  In  restraint  of  interstate  trade? 
If  the  price  of  the  commodity  were  thereby  enhanced  (as  it  naturally 
would  be),  the  character  of  the  agreement  would  be  still  more  clearly 
one  in  restraint  of  trade.  Is  there  any  substantial  difference  where, 
by  agreement  among  themselves,  the  parties  choose  one  of  their 
number  to  make  a  bid  for  the  supply  of  the  pipe  for  delivery  in 
another  state,  and  agree  that  all  the  other  bids  shall  be  for  a  larger 
sum,  thus  practically  restricting  all  but  the  member  agreed  upon 
from  any  attempt  to  supply  the  de(710]mand  for  the  pipe  or  to 
enter  into  competition  for  the  business?  Does  not  an  agreement  or 
combination  of  that  kind  restrain  interstate  trade,  and  when  Con- 
gress has  acted  by  the  passage  of  a  statute  like  the  one  under  con- 
sideration, does  not  such  a  contract  clearly  violate  that  statute?  As 
has  frequently  been  said,  interstate  commerce  consists  of  Intercourse 
and  traffic  between  the  citizens  or  Inhabitants  of  different  states,  and 
Includes  not  only  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property  and  the 
navigation  of  public  waters  for  that  purpose,  but  also  the  purchase. 
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sale^  and  exchange  of  commodities.  Glouce$ier  Ferry  Oo.  y.  Pennsyl- 
vania, U4  U.  S.  196-20,  5  Sup.  Gt  826,  29  L.  Bd.  158 ;  Kidd  y.  Pear- 
son.  128  U.  S.  1,  20,  9  Sap.  Ct.  6,  32  L.  Ed.  346.  If  tlierefore  an 
agreement  or  combination  directly  restrains  not  alone  the  manufac- 
ture, but  the  purchase,  sale,  or  exchange  of  the  manufactured  com- 
modity among  the  seyeral  states,  it  is  brought  within  the  proyisions 
of  the  statute.  The  pow^  to  regulate  such  commerce — that  is,  the 
power  to  prescribe  the  rules  by  which  it  shall  be  goyerned — is  yested 
in  Congress,  and,  when  Congress  has  enacted  a  statute  such  as  the 
one  in  question,  any  agreement  or  combination  which  directly  oper- 
ates, not  alone  upon  the  manufacture,  but  upon  the  sale,  transpor- 
tation, and  delivery  of  an  article  of  interstate  commerce,  by  preventing 
or  restricting  its  sale,  etc.,  thereby  regulates  interstate  commerce  to 
that  extent  and  to  the  same  extent  trenches  upon  the  power  of  the 
National  Legislature  and  violates  the  statute.  We  think  it  plain  that 
this  contract  or  combination  effects  that  result." 

I  think  this  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  question 
whether  the  contracts,  combination,  and  agreement  set  forth 
in  this  complaint  relate  to  or  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
the  sale  and  transportation  to  other  states  of  licorice  paste, 
or  the  transportation  to  and  sale  in  other  states  of  such 
article.  If  so,  did  ibact  or  operate,  when  carried  out  in 
whole  or  in  part,  to  restrain  or  interfere  with  interstate  com- 
mercei  If  so,  the  agreement  or  combination  was  illegal 
within  the  terms  of  the  act  referred  to. 

An  analysis  of  the  agreement  or  combination  shows  as  fol- 
lows: (1)  It  was  agreed  by  the  defendants  that  there  should 
be  no  competition  in  price  for  said  licorice  paste.  (2)  The 
defendants  agreed  from  time  to  time  upon  and  maintained 
arbitrary  and  non-competitive  prices  for  such  paste.  (3) 
They  actually  sold  at  such  prices.  (4)  They  agreed  with 
and  induced  certain  competitors  in  the  business  of  making 
and  selling  such  paste  to  establish  and  maintain  arbitrary 
and  noncompetitive  prices.  (5)  Such  prices  were  in  excess 
of  the  normal  prices  that  would  have  prevailed  and  in  excess 
of  reasonable  and  normal  prices.  (6)  A  division  and  appor- 
tionment of  such  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  licorice 
paste  and  of  the  customers  of  said  MacAndrews  &  Forbes 
Company  and  said  J.  S.  Young  Company  were  made  by 
them,  by  the  terms  of  which  division  and  apportionment  the 
customers  with  whom  each  of  said  defendant  corporations 
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the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  the  J.  S.  Young 
Company  should  deal  and  to  whom  the  said  two  corpora- 
tions should  sell  such  licorice  paste  at  such  prices,  and  the 
amount  of  profits  which  the  Young  Company  ^ould  be 
allowed  from  the  total  business  carried  on  by  the  MacAn- 
drews &  Young  companies  was  arbitrarily  fixed  by  the  Con- 
tinental Company  and  the  defendants.  (7)  The  defendants 
so  managed  and  agreed  that  John  D.  Lewis  contracted  with 
the  Young  Company  that  he  would  only  sell  1,000,000  pounds 
during  the  year  1904,  nor  diore  than  60,000  pounds  addi- 
tional during  each  year  for  five  years  from  December  31, 
1903,  and  so  that  his  total  sales  should  not  be  more  than 
1,200,000  pounds  [7111  during  the  year  1908,  but  that  if  he 
sold  more  than  the  amounts  specified  then  he  was  to  pay  the 
Young  Company  certain  sums  of  money.  There  is  no  alle- 
gation of  any  agreement  to  cut  down  the  production  of  lico- 
rice paste  or  the  aggregate  sales  by  all  together  or  to  interfere 
with  or  restrict  shipments  to  any  point.  Sales  by  certain 
parties  were  confined  to  certain  customers  in  certain  localities 
of  course. 

It  is  not  difficult  for  me  to  see  how  all  this,  if  done,  would 
interfere  with  or  restrain,  and  to  an  extent  at  least  regulate, 
interstate  commerce.  All  customers  were  to  be  supplied,  all 
orders  filled,  all  shipments  called  for  made,  we  will  assume; 
but  this  contract  or  these  contracts,  these  agreements,  this 
combination  was  to  increase  prices  beyond  what  was  reason- 
able, and  it  related,  not  to  this  merely,  but  to  sales  and  neces- 
sarily to  the  transportation  of  the  merchandise.  It  deter- 
mined, to  an  extent  at  least,  the  points  from  which  shipments 
were  to  be  made  and  the  amounts  of  such  shipments  as  were 
actually  made,  and  so  affected  rates,  etc. 

Says  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  the  Addyston  Pipe  case^ 
supra,  referring  to  the  Knight  case: 

"And  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  principle  that  a  combination 
simply  to  control  manufacture  was  not  a  violation  of  the  act  of 
Congress,  because  such  a  contract  or  combination  did  not  directly  con- 
trol or  affect  interstate  commerce,  but  that  contracts  for  the  sale  and 
transportation  to  other  states  of  specific  articles  were  proper  sub- 
jects for  regulation  because  they  did  form  part  of  such  commerce.** 
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He  then  stated  that  the  case  then  before  the  court  involved 
contracts  of  the  nature  last  above  mentioned,  and  said : 

'*  While  no  particular  contract  regarding  the  furnishing  of  pipe  and 
the  price  for  which  it  should  be  furnished  was  in  the  contemplntion 
of  the  parties  to  the  combination  at  the  time  of  its  formation,  yet  it 
was  their  intention,  as  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  combination,  to  di- 
rectly and  by  means  of  such  combination  increase  the  price  for  whlcli 
all  contracts  for  the  dellYery  of  pipe  within  the  territory  above  de- 
scribed should  be  made,  and  the  latter  result  was  to  be  achieved  by 
abolishing  all  competition  between  the  parties  to  the  combination. 
The  direct  and  immediate  result  of  the  combination  was  therefore  nec- 
essarily a  restraint  upon  Interstate  commerce  in  respect  of  articles 
manufactured  by  any  of  the  parties  to  It  to  be  transported  beyond  the 
state  in  which  they  were  made.  The  defendants  by  reason  of  this 
combination  and  agreement  could  only  send  their  goods  out  of  the 
state  in  which  they  were  manufactured  for  sale  and  delivery  in  an- 
other state,  upon  the  terms  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such 
combination.  As  pertinently  asked  by  the  court  below,  was  not  this 
a  direct  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce  In  those  goods?" 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  allegations  of  this  complaint,  dis- 
carding conclusions,  state  facts  which,  if  true,  show  an  illegal 
combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  within  the 
Addyston  Pipe  case,  supra.  That  case  is  not  on  all  fours 
with  this,  but  the  principles  enunciated  seem  to  cover  this 
case.  It  is  clear  that  the  combination  alleged  went  beyond 
mere  manufacture  and  the  fixing  of  arbitrary  and  exorbitant 
prices  for  the  article  so  manufactured.  As  alleged,  it  related 
to  sales  of  the  product  in  different  states  and  necessarily  to 
the  delivery  thereof. 

As  to  damages,  it  seems  to  me  very  clear  that  the  allega- 
tions are  ample.  Assuming  that  the  combination  was  ille- 
gal and  in  violation  of  the  act  referred  to,  the  complaint  says 
the  defendants  fixed  arbitrary  [718]  and  excessive  and  un- 
reasonable prices,  and  that  they  raised  the  price  from  7  to 
10y2  cents  per  pound,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  combina- 
tion, etc,  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay,  and  did  pay, 
the  excessive  and  unreasonable  price  for  licorice  paste.  If 
the  defendants  by  an  illegal  agreement  and  combination,  in 
violation  of  the  act,  arbitrarily  increased  the  price  of  this 
conmiodity  to  the  consumers,  the  plaintiff  amongst  others, 
and  made  the  price  excessive  and  unreasonable  and  much 
greater  than  it  would  have  been  but  for  such  combination. 
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and  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  that  unreasonable 

and  excessive  price  and  more  than  its  actual  value  because  of 

the  illegal  agreement  or  combination,  and  did  pay  it,  he  was 

clearly  injured  in  his  property  thereby.    Chattanooga  Foun- 

dry  V.  City  of  Atlanta,  203  U.  S.  890,  396,  27  Sup.  Ct.  65,  66, 

51  L.  Ed.  241,  where  it  is  said : 

"  The  facts  gave  rise  to  a  cause  of  action  under  the  act  of  Congress. 
The  city  was  a  person  within  the  meaning  of  section  7  by  the  express 
provision  of  section  8.  It  was  injured  in  its  property,  at  least,  if  not 
in  Its  business  of  furnishing  water,  by  being  led  to  pay  more  than  the 
worth  of  the  pipe.  A  person  whose  property  is  diminished  by  a  pay- 
ment of  money  wrongfully  induced  is  injured  in  his  property.  The 
transaction  which  did  the  wrong  was  a  transaction  between  parties 
in  different  states,  if  that  be  material.  The  fact  that  the  defendants 
and  others  had  combined  with  the  seller  led  to  the  excessive  charge 
which  the  seller  made  In  the  interest  of  the  trust  by  arrangement 
with  its  members,  and  which  the  buyer  was  induced  to  pay  by  the 
semblance  of  competition,  also  arranged  by  the  members  of  the 
trust" 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of 
action,  and  that  the  demurrers  should  be  overruled,  with 
costs.  On  payment  of  costs  within  30  days,  the  defendants 
may  answer. 
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LARUS  &  BRO.  CO.  v.  SAME. 

(Circuit  CJourt,  S.  D.  New  York.    July  10,  1908.) 

[163  Fed.  Rep.,  712.] 

Harlan  F.  Stone,  for  plaintiff. 

A,  H.  Burroughs,  for  defendants  American  Tobacco  Oompany  and 
MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company. 

Nicoll,  Anahle,  Lindsay  and  Fuller  (De  Lancey  Nicoll,  of  counsel), 
for  defendants  James  B.  Duke  and  Karl  Jungbluth. 

Ray,  District  Judge. 

In  United  States  Tobacco  Company  y.  American  Tobacco  Company 
ct  al,,  163  Fed.  701,  I  taaye  stated  some  of  the  reasons  which  lead  me 
to  the  conclusion  that  a  cause  of  action  is  stated  in  that  case.  A 
reading  of  the  complaints  in  the  above  cases  leads  me  to  the  same  con- 
clusion therein. 

Demurrers  overruled,  with  costa  On  payment  thereof  in  80  days, 
defendants  may  answer. 
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[7001   UNITED  STATES  v.  AMERICAN  TOBACCO 

CO.  ET  AL-« 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    November  7,  1908.) 

[164  Fed.  Rep.,  700.] 

Monopolies  (§  12) — '*  Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Intebstate 
CouuEBCE.'* — Every  combination  which  restrains  free  competition 
in  interstate  trade  is  a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce, in  violation  of  Sherman  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  047,  <  1,  26  Stat 
209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200). » 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  I  10;  Dec. 
Dig.  %  12. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  2,  pp.  1275- 
1276;  vol.  8,  p.  7606.] 
Monopolies  ({  20) — "Combination  in  Restraint  of  Intebstate 
Commerce  " — Consolidation  of  Competing  Corporations. — The  con- 
solidation into  one  corporation  of  a  large  number  of  corporations 
engaged  in  the  different  branches  of  the  tobacco  industry,  many  of 
which  were  previously  active  competitors  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce,  with  the  result  of  eliminating  such  competition  and  of 
giving  the  consolidated  company  control  of  at  least  75  per  cent  of 
the  entire  manufactured  tobacco  business  of  the  United  States, 
including  the  Interstate  trade  therein,  constitutes  a  *'  combination  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce,"  in  violation  of  Sherman  Act  July 
2,  1890,  c.  647,  §  1,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200). 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  I  20.] 
Commerce  ({  40) — "Interstate  Commerce '* — What  Constitutes. — 
A  corporation  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  tobacco  in 
its  various  forms,  which  purchases  its  raw  materials  and  supplies 
in  different  states  and  in  foreign  countries,  and  ships  them  by 
means  of  common  carriers  into  other  states  for  manufacture,  and 
its  products  from  one  state  into  another  between  its  different  fac- 
tories and  agencies,  and  sells  the  same  by  means  of  agencies  and 
salesmen  throughout  the  United  States  and  in  the  markets  of  the 
world,  is  engaged  in  ''interstate  commerce,"  and  it  is  immaterial 
that  it  distributes  its  products  by  means  of  common  carriers  or  that 
the  title  technically  passes  on  delivery  to  such  carriers. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Commerce,  Coit  Dig.  %%  29,  80 ; 
Dec  Dig.  I  40. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  4,  pp.  8724- 
8781.] 

*  For  important  portiops  of  decree,  see  po«f ,  p.  468 ;  for  opinion  of 
Supreme  Court  (221  U.  S.  106),  See  vol.  4,  p.  168;  for  important  pro- 
visions of  final  decree  ordering  dissolution  of  combination,  see  voL 
4,  p.  246. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1908,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 

10870*— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  8 ^28 
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Monopolies  (1 17) — Ck)MBiNATioN8  in  Restraint  op  Intbbstatb  Ck>ic- 
icEBCE — SuBsiniABT  GoBPORATioN — "  UNLAWFUL  MoNOFOLT." — ^A  Cor- 
poration engaged  in  selling  tobacco  products  at  retail  is  not  rendered 
unlawful  by  the  fact  that  a  majority  of  Its  stock  Is  owned  by  an- 
other corporation,  which  is  itself  an  unlawful  combination  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  commerce,  and  which  sells  to  the  retailing 
corporation  the  [701]  larger  part  of  its  goods,  where  the  latter  con- 
ducts its  business  independently  in  a  lawful  manner,  and  sells  also 
goods  of  other  manufacturers.  Nor  does  it  constitute  an  "  unlawful 
monopoly,"  in  violation  of  Sherman  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  {  2,  26 
Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  because  it  operates  in  the 
several  states  400  retail  stores  out  of  600,000  places  where  tobacco 
is  sold. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.   I  17.1 

Ward,  Circuit  Judge,  dissenting. 

In  equity. 

t/.  C.  McReynolds  and  Edwin  P.  OroavenoVy  Sp.  Asst. 
Attys.  Gen.,  for  complainant. 

William  J.  Wallace^  W.  W,  Fuller^  Delancey  NicoU^  and 
Junius  Parker^  for  American  Tobacco  Co.  and  constituent 
companies. 

William  B.  Homhlower^  W.  W.  Miller^  Morgan  M.  Mann^ 
and  John  Pickrell,  for  Imperial  Tobacco  Ca 

Charles  R.  Carruth,  for  R.  P.  Richardson,  Jr.,  &  C!o.,  Inc. 

Stroock  and  Stroock  {S.  M,  Stroock^  of  counsel),  for 
United  Cigar  Stores  Co. 

Before  Laoombe,  Coxe,  Wabd,  and  Notes,  Circuit  Judges. 

Lacombe,  Circuit  Judge. 

Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901, 
p.  3200),  in  its  first  section,  declares  to  be  illegal  ^^  every 
contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations."  That  declaration, 
ambiguous  when  enacted,  is,  as  the  writer  conceives,  no  longer 
open  to  construction  in  the  inferior  federal  courts.  Disre- 
garding various  dicta  and  following  the  several  propositions 
which  have  been  approved  by  successive  majorities  of  the 
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Supreme  Court,  this  language  is  to  be  construed  as  prohibitr 
ing  any  contract  or  combination  whose  direct  effect  is  to 
prevent  the  free  play  of  competition,  and  thus  tend  to  de- 
prive  the  coimtry  of  the  services  of  any  number  of  inde- 
pendent dealers  however  small.  As  thus  construed  the  stat- 
ute is  revolutionary.  By  this  it  is  not  intended  to  imply 
that  the  construction  is  incorrect  When  we  remember  the 
circumstances  imder  which  the  act  was  passed,  the  popular 
prejudice  against  large  aggregations  of  capital,  and  the  loud 
outciy  against  combinations  which  might  in  one  way  or  an- 
other interfere  to  suppress  or  check  the  full,  free,  and  wholly 
unrestrained  competition  which  was  assumed,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  to  be  the  very  "  life  of  trade,"  it  would  not  be  sur- 
prising to  find  that  Congress  had  responded  to  what  seemed 
to  be  the  wishes  of  a  large  part,  if  not  the  majority,  of  the 
community,  and  that  it  intended  to  secure  such  competition 
against  the  operation  of  natural  laws.  The  act  may  be 
termed  revolutionary,  because,  before  its  passage,  the  courts 
had  recognized  a  ^'  restraint  of  trade "  which  was  held  not 
to  be  unfair,  but  permissible,  although  it  operated  in  some 
measure  to  restrict  competition.  By  insensible  degrees,  un- 
der the  operation  of  many  causes,  business,  manufacturing 
and  trading  alike,  has  more  and  more  developed  a  tendency 
toward  larger  and  larger  aggregations  of  capital  and  more 
extensive  com[702]binations  of  individual  enterprise.  It 
is  contended  that,  under  existing  conditions,  in  that  way  only 
can  production  be  increased  and  cheapened,  new  markets 
opened  and  developed,  stability  in  reasonable  prices  secured, 
and  industrial  progress  assured.  But  every  aggregation  of 
individuals  or  corporations,  formerly  independent,  imme- 
diately upon  its  formati(m  terminates  an  existing  competi- 
tion, whether  or  not  some  other  competition  may  subse- 
quently arise.  The  act  as  above  construed  prohibits  every 
contract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  competition.  Size  is 
not  made  the  test:  Two  individuals  who  have  been  driving 
rival  express  wagons  between  villages  in  two  contiguous 
states,  who  enter  into  a  combination  to  join  forces  and  oper- 
ate a  single  line,  restrain  an  existing  competition;  and  it 
would  seem  to  make  little  difference  whether  they  make  such 
combination  more  effective  by  forming  a  partnersiiip  or  not. 
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Accepting  this  construction  of  the  statute,  as  it  would  seem 
this  court  must  accept  it,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  it  has 
been  violated  in  this  case.  The  formation  of  the  original 
American  Tobacco  Company,  which  antedated  the  Sherman 
Act,  may  be  disregarded.  But  the  present  American  Tobacco 
Company  was  formed  by  subsequent  merger  of  the  original 
company  with  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  the 
Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  and  when  that  merger  be- 
came complete  two  of  its  existing  competitors  in  the  tobacco 
business  were  eliminated. 

What  benefits  may  have  come  from  this  combination,  or 
from  the  others  complained  of,  it  is  not  material  to  inquire, 
nor  need  subsequent  business  methods  be  considered,  nor  tiie 
effects  on  production  or  prices.  The  record  in  this  case  does 
not  indicate  that  there  has  been  any  increase  in  the  price  of 
tobacco  products  to  the  consumer.  There  is  an  absence  of 
persuasive  evidence  that  by  unfair  competition  or  improper 
practices  independent  dealers  have  been  dragooned  into  giv- 
ing up  their  individual  enterprises  and  selling  out  to  the 
principal  defendant.  In  this  connection  interesting  testi- 
mony is  given  by  one  of  the  government's  witnesses.  The 
deponent  was  for  many  years  an  independent  dealer  and 
secretary  of  the  Independent  Tobacco  Manufacturers'  Abso- 
ciation.    He  testified: 

"  My  bnsiness  was  conducted  by  me  alone.  I  had  no  partner,  no 
corporation.  It  had  got  to  be  a  large  buslneea,  and  If  anything  hap- 
pened to  me  there  was  no  one  there  to  continue  It  The  value  of  the 
business  was  In  a  brand,  and  I  became  fearsome  what  would  happen 
to  It  If  I  would  be  disabled  In  any  way.  It  would  not  be  much  value 
to  my  estate  unless  some  one  had  a  knowledge  of  the  business  and 
knew  how  to  manage  It,  and  then  I  believed  there  was  a  maximum 
business  beyond  which  you  cannot  conduct  It  profitably  personaUy. 
It  will  get  so  big  that  it  requires  an  organisation.  And  then,  too, 
I  was  only  Identified  as  a  scrap  tobacco  manufacturer;  ^nd,  going 
by  precedent,  the  consuming  public  of  tobacco  changes  every  10. 
12,  or  15  years,  and  I  have  figured  that  might  happen  again,  and  It 
wouldn't  use  scrap  tobacco,  and  might  use  something  else,  and  tiien 
I  would  not  have  much  business,  I  thought;  whereas  the  American 
Tobacco  Company  had  been  in  conference  with  me,  I  knew  the  offlcon* 
and  I  made  up  my  mind,  when  a  proper  proposition  was  made  to  me, 
such  as  was  satisfactory  to  me,  I  would  be  very  anxious  to  affiliate 
myself  with  a  good,  big  tobacco  organisation,  large  enough  and  strong 
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enough  to  take  care  of  all  condltiona  that  might  oome  up.  I  was 
not  induced  to  sell  out  by  a  decrease  of  profits  or  by  any  unftilr  com- 
petition.   I  never  had  any  fear  they  could  drive  me  out  of  business." 

[703]  During  the  existence  of  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany new  enterprises  have  been  started,  some  with  small 
capital,  in  competition  with  it,  and  have  thriven.  The  price 
of  leaf  tobacco — the  raw  material — except  for  one  brief 
period  of  abnormal  conditions,  has  steadily  increased,  until 
it  has  nearly  doubled,  while  at  the  same  time  150,000  addi- 
tional acres  have  been  devoted  to  tobacco  crops  and  the 
consumption  of  the  leaf  has  greatly  increased.  Through  the 
enterprise  of  defendant  and  at  large  expense  new  markets 
for  American  tobacco  have  been  opened  or  developed  in 
India,  China,  and  elsewhere.  But  all  this  is  immaterial. 
Each  one  of  these  purchases  of  existing  concerns,  complained 
of  in  the  petition,  was  a  contract  and  combination  in  restraint 
of  a  competition  existing  when  it  was  entered  into,  and  that 
is  sufficient  to  bring  it  within  the  ban  of  this  drastic  statute. 

A  large  part  of  the  record  is  taken  up  with  testimony  as 
to  concealment  of  the  relations  existing  between  acme  of  the 
defendants.  It  is  difficult  to  see  what  bearing  this  has  on 
the  questions  in  controversy.  If  an  agreement  by  a  corpora- 
tion to  acquire  a  majority  of  the  stock  in  a  competing  corpo- 
ration is  obnoxious  to  the  statute,  its  vice  is  certainly  not 
eradicated  by  the  promptest  publicity.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
such  an  agreement  is  innocent,  it  does  not  become  guilty 
merely  because  the  parties  to  it  keep  their  own  counsel  about 
their  mutual  transactions. 

It  is  contended  that  the  case  at  bar  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute, since  the  various  combinations  complained  of  deal  pri- 
marily with  manufacture;  and  United  States  v.  Knight^  156 
U.  S.  1, 15  Sup.  Ct  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325,  is  cited  in  support  of 
that  proposition.  It  seems  to  the  writer,  however,  that  sub- 
sequent decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  have  modified  the 
opinion  in  that  case,  and  that  the  one  at  bar  is  as  much 
within  the  statute  as  was  the  combination  condemned  in 
Loewe  v.  Lawlor^  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed. 
488.  Relief  under  the  statute  should  be  granted  against  the 
several  domestic  corporations  defendant 
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The  Imperial  Tobacco  Company  of  Great  Britain  and  Ire- 
land, Limited,  is  one  of  the  defendants.  It  is  a  British  cor- 
poration and  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  American  To- 
bacco Company  in  the  city  of  London,  where  such  contract 
was  a  legal  and  proper  one.  It  is  apparently  the  contention 
of  petitioner  that  subsequent  acts  of  the  Imperial  Tobacco 
Company  in  this  country  practically  amount  to  the  entering 
into  a  combination  or  contract  of  the  sort  specified  in  the 
statute.  So  far  as  appears  the  only  transactions  of  that  com- 
pany here  are  these:  It  buys  leaf  tobacco  of  the  Ame^^can 
grower  in  very  large  quantities  by  its  own  independent  force 
of  purchasing  employes.  It  does  not  sell  its  manufactured 
products  here — ^indeed,  such  products,  having  to  pay  both 
tariff  duties  and  revenue  tax,  could  not  be  sold  here  except 
at  a  loss,  save  in  the  case  of  a  few  fancy  high-priced  brands. 
It  may  be  an  enlightened  public  policy  to  prohibit  an  ali«i 
corporation  from  buying  its  raw  material  in  this  country 
unless  it  sends  its  products  here  to  compete  with  American 
manufacturers ;  but,  if  it  be,  this  act  seems  not  to  have  gone 
to  that  extent.  The  petition  should  be  dismissed  as  to  the 
Imperial  Tobacco  Company.  A  like  disposition  should  be 
made  as  to  the  British-American  Company. 

[7U4]  As  to  relief:  In  the  main  brief  it  is  prayed  that 
the  domestic  defendants  the  American  Tobacco  Company, 
American  Snuff  Company,  and  others  enumerated,  should  be 
restrained  from  carrying  on  interstate  or  foreign  commerce 
until  conditions  existing  before  illegal  contracts  or  combi- 
nations were  entered  into  are  restored.  Such  relief  is  cer- 
tainly drastic  enough  and  should  be  efficient.  In  the  peti- 
tion it  is  prayed  that  receivers  be  appointed  for  the  various 
companies,  who  apparently  are  to  conduct  a  tobacco  business 
and  create  some  sort  of  artificial  competition  to  take  the 
place  of  the  natural  competition  which,  it  is  alleged,  was  de- 
stroyed by  the  combinations.  Such  a  scheme  seems  imprac- 
ticable and  is  wholly  unnecessary. 

I  concur  with  Judge  Coxe  in  his  reasoning  and  conclu- 
sions touching  the  United  Cigar  Stores  Company  and  the 
R.  P.  Richardson,  Jr.,  C/ompany,  and  agree  that  issuance 
of  injunction  should  be  suspended  until  after  decision  on 
appeal. 
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As  we  are  unanimous  in  thinking  that  the  testimony  shows 
no  case  for  a  receiver  and  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 
as  to  the  defendants,  the  Imperial  Tobacco  Company  and 
the  British  American  Company,  nothing  need  be  added  to 
what  Judge  Lacombe  has  written  in  arriving  at  these  con- 
clusions. I  concur  with  him  in  the  result  reached  as  to  the 
other  defendants  except  in  some  minor  particulars  which 
will  be  noted  hereafter. 

The  "Tobacco  Trust,''  so  called,  consists  of  over  60  cor- 
porations, which,  since  January,  1890,  have  been  united  into 
a  gigantic  combination  which  controls  a  greatly  prepon- 
derating proportion  of  the  tobacco  business  in  the  United 
States  in  each  and  all  its  branches;  in  some  branches  the 
volume  being  as  high  as  95  per  cent.  Prior  to  their  absorp- 
tion many  of  these  corporations  had  been  active  competitors 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  They  competed  in  pur- 
diasing  raw  materials,  in  manufacturing,  in  jobbing  and  in 
selling  to  the  consumer.  To-day  those  plants  which  have 
not  been  closed,  are,  with  one  or  two  exceptions,  under  the 
absolute  domination  of  the  supreme  central  authority. 
Everything  directly  or  indirectly  connected  with  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  tobacco  products,  including  the  ingred- 
ients, the  packages,  the  bags  and  boxes,  are  largely  controlled 
by  it  Should  a  party  with  moderate  capital  desire  to  enter 
the  field  it  would  be  difficult  to  do  so  against  the  opposition 
of  this  combination.  That  many  of  the  associated  corpora- 
tions were  not  coerced  into  joining  the  combination  but 
entered  of  their  own  volition  is  quite  true,  but  in  many  other 
instances  it  is  evident  that  if  not  actually  compelled  to  join, 
they  preferred  to  do  so  rather  than  face  an  unequal  trade 
war  in  which  the  odds  were  all  against  them  and  in  which 
success  could  only  be  achieved  by  a  ruinous  expenditure  of 
time  and  money. 

The  power  to  destroy  a  too  formidable  rival,  assuming 
that  the  allied  companies  see  fit  to  exercise  it,  can  hardly  be 
denied.  We  are  not  dealing  with  these  companies  as  they 
existed  prior  to  1890  but  with  the  consolidated  unit  control- 
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ling  a  preponderating  proportion  of  the  tobacco  business  in 
its  most  minute  details.  Prior  to  that  date  the  manufactur- 
ing companies,  the  purchasers,  the  distributors  and  [706] 
the  selling  companies  were  each  and  all  operating  independ- 
ently and  tobacco  products  were  being  transported  back  and 
forth  to  every  state  of  the  Union  and  to  foreign  countries. 
Since  1890  this  vast  interstate  and  foreign  trade  which  was 
formerly  carried  on  by  this  large  number  of  competing  com- 
panies and  individuals  is  now  carried  on  by  one  combina- 
tion. The  free  interchange  of  commerce  has  been  interfered 
with,  hampered,  diverted  and,  in  some  instances,  destroyed. 
Though  it  may  be  greater  in  volume  it  does  not  flow  through 
the  old  channels,  it  is  not  free  and  unrestrained.  It  may 
be  true  that  there  are  individual  members  of  this  combi- 
nation not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce — ^manufacturing 
companies  merely  and  therefore  not  engaged  in  commerce 
within  the  rule  enunciated  in  United  States  v.  E.  (7.  Kmght 
Co.,  166  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325.  But  here 
the  complaint  is  made  not  against  the  individual  conspirators 
separately  but  against  the  combination  as  a  whole.  Has  it 
monopolized  or  restrained  any  part  of  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce!  If  so,  it  would  seem  that  it  is  liable  under  the 
act.  To  illustrate,  A  is  a  manufacturer  of  tobacco  in  New 
York,  B  is  a  buyer  of  raw  material  in  Kentucky,  C  is  a 
jobber  in  Pennsylvania  and  D  is  a  retailer  in  Boston.  B 
sends  the  leaf  tobacco  from  Louisville  to  New  York,  A  manu- 
factures it  into  smoking  and  chewing  tobacco  and  sends  it 
to  C  at  Philadelphia,  who  in  turn  ships  it  to  D  at  Boston, 
who  sells  it  to  the  public.  Should  A,  B,  C  and  D  enter  into 
a  copartnership  to  do  as  a  firm  what  they  had  hitherto  done 
as  individuals  can  there  be  a  doubt  that  the  firm  would  be 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce? 

The  defendants,  with  the  exception  of  the  Imperial  Com- 
pany, the  Cigar  Stores  Company  and  the  Richardson  Com- 
pany, admit  as  follows : 


<i 


We  admit  that  all  the  vendors  and  corporation  defendants  men- 
tioned in  the  petition  as  engaged  In  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
tobacco  products,  except  Imperial  Tobacco  Ck).,  Ltd.,  purchased  or 
now  purchases  some  or  all  of  the  requisite  raw  material  in  states  or 
countries  other  than  those  in  which  the  factories  were  or  are  located 
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and  had  or  has  It  transported  thence  through  the  medium  of  common 
carriers  to  said  factories,  and  employed  or  employ  travellDg  salesmen 
who  solicited  or  solicit  in  states  or  countries  other  than  those  in 
which  the  factory  was  or  is  located,  orders  for  the  tobacco  products 
which  by  them  were  or  are  transmitted  to  said  factory  or  other  chief 
offlce  of  the  manufacturer,  and,  if  approved,  they  are  filled  by  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  to  a  common  carrier  where  the  factory  was  or 
is  located,  duly  consigned  to  the  purchaser,  title  passing  to  said  pur- 
chaser on  said  delivery  to  the  common  carrier." 

If  the  contention  of  the  defendants,  that  this  does  not 
constitute  interstate  commerce  be  correct,  then  it  would  seem 
to  follow  that  no  one  can  be  engaged  in  such  commerce  unless 
he  be  a  carrier,  common  or  private,  between  the  states.  In 
the  illustration  just  given  it  seems  to  be  conceded,  if  one  of 
the  partners  had  been  a  common  carrier  owning  a  feny,  for 
instance,  by  which  the  goods  were  carried  across  the  Ohio 
river,  and  this  business  had  been  taken  over  with  the  rest, 
that  the  firm  t^ould  be  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  If, 
however,  it  employs  others  to  carry  its  goods  from  state  to 
state  it  is  argued  that  it  is  not  so  engaged.  In  other  words, 
although  the  so-called  "  Tobacco  Trust "  is  buying  raw  mate- 
rial and  selling  its  completed  products  in  the  mar[706]kets 
of  the  world,  it  is  not  engaged  in  ^^  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations  "  because  carriers 
are  employed  to  convey  the  goods  from  state  to  state  and  to 
foreign  countries.  I  can  not  but  think  that  this  is  too  narrow 
a  construction.  Should  it  obtain,  the  statute  will  be  eviscer- 
ated. No  matter  how  odious  or  complete  the  monopoly,  it  will 
be  immune  from  punishment  if  it  can  show  that  others  have 
been  employed  to  distribute  its  goods. 

It  is  not  an  answer  to  say  that  the  remedy  may  be  applied 
by  the  states,  for  the  reason  that  by  the  Constitution,  to 
Congress  is  delegated  the  sole  power  "  to  regulate  commerce 
with  foreign  nations,  and  among  the  several  states,  and  with 
the  Indian  tribes."  In  this  domain  the  law  of  the  national 
legislature  is  supreme  and  the  states  have  no  power  to  inter 
fere.  Dealing  as  it  does  with  national  and  international 
commerce,  the  law  must  be  unaffected  by  local  conditions 
and  it  must  be  uniform.  The  conditions  surrounding  inter- 
state commerce  differ  so  materially  in  the  various  sections 
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of  the  Union  that  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  anything  Iftto 
uniformity  can  obtain  without  the  action  of  Congress. 

At  present  the  state  laws  are  not  harmonious  and  are  as 
numerous  as  the  states.  In  some  of  the  states  the  tendency  is 
to  encourage  commerce,  in  others  to  harass  it  with  vexatioua 
requirements.  The  framers  of  the  Constitution  were  well 
aware  of  all  this  when  they  relegated  the  control  of  inter- 
state commerce  to  the  exclusive  control  of  the  national  legis- 
lature. 

The  duty  of  this  court  is  to  ascertain  the  true  meaning  of 
the  Anti-Trust  Act  as  expounded  by  the  Supreme  Court  and, 
as  so  interpreted,  to  enforce  it. 

The  Knight  case^  supra,  which  is  principally  relied  on  by 
the  defendants  was  the  first  case  under  the  act  to  reach  the 
Supreme  Court  It  was  decided  in  January,  1895,  and  held 
in  substance  that  the  combination  of  a  number  of  refineries 
to  manufacture  sugar  was  not  within  the  act  'because  manu- 
facture alone  is  not  commerce  and  therefore  not  within  the 
control  of  Congress.  The  facts  are  similar  to  those  relating 
to  the  absorption  of  several  of  the  corporations  in  the  case 
before  us  but  not  similar  to  all  for  the  reasons  which  have 
been  alluded  to.  In  the  Knight  case  it  was  held  that  com- 
merce was  only  incidentally  affected.  Mr.  Justice  Harlan 
in  his  dissenting  opinion  thiTs  defines  interstate  commerce: 

'*  Interstate  commerce  does  not  therefore,  consist  in  transportation 
simply.  It  indndes  the  purchase  and  sale  of  articles  that  are  In- 
tended to  be  transported  from  one  state  to  another — every  spedet 
of  commercial  intercourse  among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nationa" 

The  facts  clearly  bring  the  case  at  bar  within  this  defini- 
tion for  the  raw  materials  and  the  manufactured  products 
were  not  only  intended  to  be  transported  from  one  state  to 
another  but  actually  were  transported,  in  many  instances, 
before  the  title  had  passed  from  the  manufacturer  to  the 
jobber,  retailer  or  consumer.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
the  Chief  Justice,  who  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the 
Knight  case^  also  wrote  the  unanimous  opinion  in  Loewe  v. 
Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  which 
is  the  latest  exposition  of  the  law. 

[707]  An  examination  of  the  numerous  decisions  since  the 
Knialit  case  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  there  has  been  a  gen- 
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eral  toidency  towards  a  broader  and  more  liberal  construc- 
tion of  the  statute.  In  the  Northern  Securities  caae^  193 
U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct  436, 48  L.  Ed.  679,  the  opinion  is  writ- 
ten by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  who  dissented  in  the  Knight  case. 
The  previous  decisions  of  the  court  are  by  him  carefully 
reviewed  and  the  point  ruled  in  each  is  clearly  stated.  Of 
the  Knight  case  it  is  said : 

**  It  was  beld  that  the  agreement  or  arrangement  there  involved 
had  reference  only  to  the  manufacture  or  production  of  sugar  by  those 
oigaged  In  the  alleged  combination,  but  if  It  had  directly  embraced 
interstate  or  International  commerce,  It  would  then  have  been  cov- 
«ed  by  the  Antl-Tmst  Act  and  would  have  been  illegal." 

He  reviews  all  the  prior  decisions  and  formulates  certain 
propositions  which,  in  his  opinion,  are  plainly  deducible 
therefrom  (page  331  of  193  U.  S.,  page  436  of  24  Sup.  Ct. 
[48  L.  Ed.  679] ) .    Some  of  these  are  as  follows : 

The  Anti-Trust  Act  embraces  and  declares  to  be  illegal 
every  contract  combination  or  conspiracy,  in  whatever  form, 
of  whatever  nature  and  whoever  may  be  the  parties  to  it, 
which  directly  or  necessarily  operates  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state or  international  trade  or  commerce.  The  act  is  not 
limited  to  unreasonable  restraints  but  embraces  all  direct 
restraints. 

The  natural  effect  of  competition  is  to  increase  commerce 
and  an  agreement  whose  direct  effect  is  to  prevent  this  play 
of  competition  restrains  trade  and  commerce.  To  vitiate 
such  an  agreement  or  combination  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  a  total  suppression  of  trade.  It  is  only  essential  to 
show  that  by  its  necessary  operation  it  tends  to  restrain 
interstate  or  international  trade  or  commerce  or  tends  to 
create  a  monopoly  in  such  trade  or  commerce  and  to  deprive 
the  public  of  the  advantages  that  flow  from  free  competition. 

Of  course  the  facts  in  the  Northern  Securities  case  differ 
essentially  from  those  in  the  case  at  bar;  but  the  language 
used  in  the  opinion  leaves  little  doubt  that  had  the  present 
combination  been  before  the  court,  the  majority  would  have 
declared  it  iUegal.  For  instance  the  court  says  (page  337 
of  193  U-  S.,  page  457  of  24  Sup.  Ct.  [48  L.  Ed.  679]) : 


u 


In  all  the  prior  cases  in  this  court  the  An ti -Trust  Act  has  been 
constmed  as  forbidding  any  combination  which  by  its  necessary  oper- 
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atlon  destroys  or  restricts  free  competition  among  those  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce;  in  other  words,  that  to  destroy  or  restrict 
free  competition  in  interstate  commerce  was  to  restrain  such  com- 
merce." 

In  Loewe  v.  Lwwlor  the  court  held  the  act  applicable  to 
members  of  a  labor  organization  who  by  means  of  a  boycott 
were  endeavoring  to  destroy  the  business  of  a  manufacturer 
of  hats.  The  defendants  were  in  no  way  engaged  in  inter- 
state trade  or  commerce  and  the  plaintiffs  made  hats  in  Con- 
necticut and  sold  them  in  that  and  other  states.  So  far  as 
the  business  affected  is  concerned,  the  only  distinction  be- 
tween the  Knight  case  and  the  Loewe-Lawlor  case  is  that  in 
one  the  acts  complained  of  related  to  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  sugar  and  in  the  other  to  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  hats. 

• 

[7081  The  act  cannot  be  invoked  unless  interstate  or  for- 
eign trade  or  commerce  is  involved,  and  the  oourt  decided 
that  interstate  commerce  was  involved  in  Loewe  v.  Lawlor 
although  the  case  was  presented  on  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, which  alleged  that  the  complainants  resided  at  Dan- 
bury,  Conn.,  and  were  ^4ocated  and  doing  business  as  manu- 
facturers and  sellers  of  hats  there."  It  was  held,  without 
dissent,  that  a  combination  to  boycott  the  goods  of  the  Dan- 
bury  manufacturers,  and  prevent  their  sale  in  states  other 
than  Connecticut,  was  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade. 

Of  course,  the  facts  differ  materially,  but  the  decision  of 
the  later  case  renders  untenable  the  broad  ccmstruction  of 
the  Knight  case  contended  for  by  the  defendants,  viz.,  that 
in  no  instance  where  a  manufacturing  corporation  is  con- 
cerned can  relief  be  granted  for  the  reason  that  interstate  com- 
merce though  indirectly  affected,  is  not  sufficiently  involved 
to  justify  proceedings  under  the  act. 

Since  the  Knight  case  the  tendency  has  been  constantly 
towards  a  wider  scope  for  the  statute  and  I  cannot  believe 
that  it  is  so  important  that  it  can  be  evaded,  by  the  mere 
manipulation  of  a  bill  of  lading — enforceable  when  a  com- 
bination of  manufacturers  transports  its  products  to  other 
states  and  sells  them  there  and  utterly  ineffectual  if  the  pre- 
caution be  taken  to  see  that  the  title  passes  to  the  purchaser 
at  the  place  of  manufacture. 
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But  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Knight 
coMj  strictly  construed,  was  applicable  to  some  of  the  ab- 
sorbed corporations  and  copartnerships,  it  certainly  was  not 
applicable  to  all,  as  some  of  them  were  unquestionably 
engaged  in  importing  and  selling  their  products  by  means  of 
international  and  interstate  commerce  and  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  the  combination  considered  as  a  unit  is  so  engaged. 
When  merchandise  is  shipped  from  one  state  to  another  it 
seems  obvious  that  the  consignor  or  consignee  is  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce,  or  that  both  are  so  engaged.  It  can- 
not be  that  none  of  the  parties,  who  set  the  wheels  of  trans- 
portation in  motion  on  land  and  sea,  is  engaged  in  commerce 
and  that  Congress  intended  that  the  act  should  apply  solely 
to  common  carriers.  And  yet,  if  no  one  can  engage  in  trade 
or  conmierce  between  the  states  unless  the  actual  physical 
transportation  of  the  merchandise  is  done  by  him,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  act  can  have  no  broader  interpretation. 

The  law  should  not  be  defeated  by  a  mere  fiction.  When  a 
large  number  of  independent  corporations,  firms  and  individ- 
uals are  engaged  in  purchasing  and  manufacturing  tobacco  in 
several  states  and  selling  it  in  every  part  of  the  United  States 
and  in  foreign  countries,  it  seems  clear  that  this  is  done 
through  the  instrumentality  of  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce. Without  such  commerce  the  business  could  not  bo 
conducted  for  a  moment,  the  raw  material  would  be  left  to 
rot  in  the  warehouse,  the  manufactured  product  in  the  fac- 
tory. The  free  interchange  of  these  commodities,  wherever 
they  may  be  needed  for  barter  or  sale,  is  the  life  of  the  enter- 
prise. Tra(3e  is  the  business  of  exchanging  commodities  by 
buying  and  selling  for  money.  Interstate  trade  is  the  busi- 
ness of  buying,  selling  and  exchanging  commodities  between 
the  states,  and  parties  may  be  so  engaged  even  though  they 
act  through  [709]  the  agency  of  carriers.  If  then,  the  busi- 
ness of  the  independents  above  referred  to  be  destroyed,  in- 
terstate trade  and  commerce  is  destroyed  to  that  extent,  if  the 
business  of  one  or  more  of  them  be  destroyed,  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  is  destroyed  pro  tanto;  in  other  words,  there 
is  less  interchange  of  tobacco  and  its  products  between  the 
statesL 
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If  I  am  right  in  thinking  that  many  of  the  constituent 
companies  were  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  and  that 
the  breaking  up  of  their  business  would  inevitably  affect  the 
commerce  of  the  country,  it  follows  that  their  consolidation 
must  produce  a  like  result.  The  combination  which  has  thus 
checked  and  hindered  commerce  and  restrained  its  free  cir- 
culation, has  been  guilty  of  a  "  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  as  interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court.  For  these  reasons 
I  think  an  injunction  should  issue. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  it  should  not  issue 
against  the  United  Cigar  Stores  Company  and  should  not 
issue,  at  least  for  the  present,  against  R.  P.  Richardson,  Jr., 
Company.  In  May,  1901,  Greorge  J.  Whelan  and  associates 
organized  the  United  Cigar  Stores  Company  for  the  purpose 
of  retailing  cigars  and  tobacco.  This  was  done  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company  which  re- 
fused to  assist  the  enterprise  in  any  way  until  its  success  as 
a  selling  agent  was  clearly  demonstrated  and  established. 
It  was  at  the  suggestion  of  Whelan,  not  of  the  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, that  its  money  was  invested  in  the  enterprise.  There- 
upon the  Tobacco  Company  acquired  a  controlling  interest 
in  the  Stores  Company  which  has  been  held  continuously 
and  has  been  increased  from  time  to  time.  Whelan  and  his 
associates  have  the  active  management  of  the  Stores  Com- 
pany which  deals  in  the  products  of  the  defendants  and  also 
of  independent  manufacturers.  No  member  of  the  Tobacco 
Company  or  of  its  subsidiary  companies  is  a  member  of  the 
board  of  the  Cigar  Stores  Company,  and  the  evidence  falls 
far  short  of  establishing  the  proposition  that  the  stores  are 
managed  in  the  interest  of  the  Tobacco  Company  to  the 
exclusion  of  other  manufacturers.  On  the  contrary,  the 
weight  of  testimony  is  to  the  effect  that  the  aim  and  purpose 
of  the  stores  is  to  furnish  anything  that  a  user  of  tobacco 
may  desire  no  matter  by  whom  made.  The  company  oper- 
ates about  400  stores  scattered  throughout  the  United  States 
but  when  it  is  realized  that  there  are  in  this  country  over 
800,000  places  where  tobacco  is  sold  the  impossibility  of 
monopolizing  the  retail  trade  by  one  who  operates  only  six- 
tenths  of  1  per  cent  of  these  places  will  at  once  be  apparent. 
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It  cannot  be  assumed  that  a  company  which  sells  the  prod- 
ucts of  all  alike  intends  to  secure  a  monopoly  for  one. 
Neither  is  the  fact  that  the  business  is  conducted  in  a  large 
number  of  stores  important. 

The  statute  was  not  intended  to  strike  down  enterprise 
or  to  prevent  the  restraint  of  trade  by  destroying  it.  Many 
large  merchants  find  it  profitable  to  conduct  their  business 
through  a  chain  of  stores  and  it  has  never  been  held  that  the 
mere  fact  that  a  business  is  large  and  is  extended  over  a 
wide  territory  renders  its  promoters  amenable  to  the  statute. 
Success  is  not  a  crime.  Eliminating  the  fact  that  the  Tobacco 
Company  has  a  large  pecuniary  interest  in  the  Stores  Com- 
[710]  pany,  there  is  absolutely  nothing  left  upon  which  to 
base  the  charge  of  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
trade. 

I  cannot  believe  that  the  fact  that  a  corporation,  assum- 
ing it  to  have  combined  with  others  to  restrain  trade,  invests 
its  money  in  the  business  of  another  corporation  engaged  in 
selling  its  goods  and  those  of  others  fairly  to  the  public  is 
of  itself  sufficient  to  convict  the  latter  corporation  of  enter- 
ing into  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce. 
If  the  business  of  the  United  Stores  Company  was  and  is 
legitimate,  it  cannot  be  condemned  simply  because  the  To- 
bacco Company  has,  in  other  respects,  been  guilty  of  un- 
lawful conduct.  The  Cigar  Stores  Company  and  the  To- 
bacco Company  were  not  and  could  not  be  competitors;  the 
former  manufactures  and  sells  tobacco  by  the  wholesale,  the 
latter  sells  whatever  its  customers  want,  no  matter  by  whom 
manufactured,  at  retail  only.  It  is  true  that  the  Cigar 
Stores  Company  has  been  energetically  and,  perhaps,  aggres- 
sively managed;  it  is  true  that  a  part  of  the  business  thus 
built  up  would  have  been  done  by  others  had  the  company 
not  beem  formed ;  but  this  is  true  of  every  large  and  sucess- 
ful  business.  Prosperity  is  the  premium  which  has  always 
been  awarded  to  earnest  and  intelligent  endeavor.  The 
statute  was  never  intended  to  punish  success  or  reward  in- 
competency. The  proof  fails  to  establish  unfair  or  unlawful 
methods  in  acquiring  and  conducting  the  business  of  the 
CSgar  Stores. 
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There  were  a  few  instanoes  in  which  a  business  was  pur- 
chased and,  as  the  vendor  was  to  continue  in  charge,  a  cove- 
nant was  taken  binding  him  not  to  engage  in  business  in  that 
locality  on  his  own  behalf.  Such  transactions  are  not  for- 
bidden. In  the  Joint  Traffic  case,  171  U.  S.  605, 19  Sup.  Ct. 
25,  48  L.  Ed.  259,  the  court  says,  at  page  567  of  171  U.  S.,  at 
page  31  of  19  Sup.  Ct.  (43  L.  Ed.  259) : 

"  It  might  also  be  difficult  to  show  that  the  appointment  by  two  or 
more  producers  of  the  same  person  to  sell  their  goods  on  commission 
was  a  matter  in  any  degree  in  restraint  of  trade.  We  are  not  aware 
that  it  has  ever  been  claimed  that  a  lease  or  purchase  by  a  farmer, 
manufacturer  or  merchant  of  an  additional  farm,  manufactory  or 
shop  or  the  withdrawal  from  business  of  any  farmer,  merchant  or 
manufacturer,  restrained  commerce  or  trade  within  any  legal  defi- 
nition of  that  term;  and  the  sale  of  a  good  will  of  a  business  with 
an  accompanying  agreement  not  to  engage  in  a  similar  business  was 
instanced  in  the  Trans-Miaaouri  case,  166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct  540, 
41  L.  Ed.  1007,  as  a  contract  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  and 
it  was  said  that  such  a  contract  was  collateral  to  the  main  contract 
of  sale  and  was  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  price 
at  which  the  vendor  sells  his  business." 

No  special  privileges  are  accorded  by  the  Tobacco  Com- 
pany to  the  Cigar  Stores  Company  over  other  purchasers. 
Its  business  is  conducted  in  its  own  way,  without  dictation 
from  the  Tobacco  Company.  I  do  not  overlook  certain 
sporadic  instances  of  fault  finding  and  attempted  interference 
in  the  business  by  certain  officers  of  the  Tobacco  Company 
but  these  attempts  were  negligible  and  should  not  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  the  general  character  of  the  business. 
Generally  speaking  the  relations  existing  between  the  two 
were  those  of  a  manufacturer  and  a  retail  customer,  to  whom 
the  manufacturer  sells  direct.  In  short,  the  only  circum- 
stances which  distinguish  the  Stores  Company  from  other 
large  dealers  in  the  Tobacco  Company's  products  [711]  is 
that  a  majority  of  its  stock  is  owned  by  the  latter,  and,  as 
we  have  seen,  this  is  insufficient  to  convict  it  under  the  law. 

No  injunction  should  issue  against  the  R.  P.  Richardson, 
Jr.,  Company,  at  least  for  the  present,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons: Very  soon  after  a  controlling  interest  in  the  Richard- 
son Company  had  been  purchased  by  the  Tobacco  Company 
disputes  arose  as  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  agree- 
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ment,  which  resulted  in  a  suit  being  commenced  by  the  Kich- 
ardson  Ckmipany  in  the  courts  of  North  Carolina  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  the  contracts  and  agreements  between  the 
companies  set  aside  and  the  status  existing  prior  to  the  nego- 
tiations  restored.  This  was  followed  shortly  afterwards  by 
a  suit  by  the  Tobacco  Company  in  the  courts  of  New  Jersey 
to  compel  the  Richardson  Company  to  transfer  a  controlling 
interest  in  its  stock  to  the  Tobacco  Company.  Both  of  these 
actions  are  pending  and  undetermined,  the  prosecution  of  the 
North  Carolina  action  having  been  enjoined  by  the  New 
Jersey  court  It  is  manifest  that  the  trial  of  these  actions,  or 
one  of  them,  may  dispose  of  the  issues  now  pending  and  that 
if  the  Richardson  Company  succeeds  in  establishing  the 
fraud  and  misrepres^itation  alleged,  relief  may  be  granted 
which  this  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  grant.  The  issuing 
of  the  injunction  should,  therefore,  be  suspended  until  the 
hearing  and  determination  of  the  actions  in  the  state  courts. 
In  view  of  the  importance  of  the  questions  involved  and 
the  certainty  that  the  case  will  be  carried  to  the  Supreme 
Court  I  think  the  injunction  should  not  issue  pending  the 
hearing  and  decision  in  that  court. 

Notes,  Circuit  Judge  (concurring). 

The  modem  tendency  of  business  is  toward  co-operation, 
instead  of  competition.  This  tendency,  while  of  earlier  in- 
ception, has  developed  with  phenomenal  activity  in  this  coun- 
try during  the  past  20  years — especially  during  the  past 
decade.  Concentration  of  interests  and  unification  of  con- 
trol have  taken  the  place  of  separate  and  independent  opera- 
tion. Important  industrial  corporations,  formerly  compet- 
ing, have  been  combined  into  greater  companies  of  wider 
scope,  and  these,  in  turn,  have  been  united  into  combinations 
with  vast  resources,  embracing,  &  their  fields  of  operation, 
whole  branches  of  industry. 

And  yet  this  economic  development  toward  the  elimination 
of  competition  has  taken  place  in  the  face  of  statutes  and 
judicial  decisions  declaring  that  "  competition  is  the  life  of 
trade"  and  must  be  preserved.  Combinations  to  prevent 
competition  have  always  been  declared  contrary  to  public 
policy  by  the  courts,  and  Congress,  in  the  anti-trust  statute 

10870'— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 2d 
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of  1890,  shortly  after  the  inception  of  this  economic  move- 
ment and  in  view  of  the  "  trusts  "  of  the  period,  went  further 
than  the  common  law  and  made  those  combinations  which  be- 
fore had  only  been  negatively  unlawful  positively  criminal. 

In  so  far  as  combinations  result  from  the  operation  of 
economic  principles,  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  they  should 
be  stayed  at  all  by  legislation.  It  may  be  that  the  evils  in 
the  existing  situation  should  be  left  to  the  remedies  afforded 
by  the  laws  of  trade.  On  the  other  hand,  [712]  it  may  be 
that  the  protection  of  the  public  from  the  operations  of  com- 
binations of  capital — especially  those  possessing  the  element 
of  oppression — requires  some  measure  of  governmental  inter- 
vention. It  may  be  that  the  present  anti-trust  statute  should 
be  amended  and  made  applicable  only  to  those  combinaticm!^ 
which  unreasonably  restrain  trade — ^that  it  should  draw  a 
line  between  those  combinations  which  work  for  good  and 
those  which  work  for  evil.  But  these  are  all  legislative,  and 
not  judicial,  questions.  It  cannot  be  too  clearly  borne  in 
mind  that  this  court  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  wisdom, 
justice,  or  expediency  of  the  statute.  Equally  true  is  it  that 
this  court,  in  applying  the  statute,  must  follow  the  decisions 
of  the  Supreme  Court.  If  the  decisions  of  that  court  have 
been  too  broad,  it  is  for  that  court  alone  to  modify  them. 
The  only  right  and  duty  of  this  court  is  to  take  the  statute 
as  it  finds  it,  and,  as  it  finds  it,  apply  it  in  accordance  with 
the  interpretation  placed  upon  it  by  the  highest  judicial 
tribunal.  That  this  course  may  lead  to  results  believed  by 
many  persons  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  welfare  cannot 
affect  our  action.  This  court  can  neither  refuse  to  enforce 
a  constitutional  act  of  Congress  nor  ignore  the  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

In  approaching  the  consideration  of  the  legal  questions 
involved  in  this  case,  the  inquiry  of  primary  importance  is 
met  at  the  threshold:  Are  the  defendants  so  engaged  in 
interstate  commerr*^;  that  thev  are  amenable  to  federal  laws? 
Only  in  case  they  are  so  engaged  is  the  consideration  of 
other  questions  necessary.  The  examination  of  this  funda- 
mental question  may  well  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  the 
allegations  of  the  petition  are  true — ^that  the  defendants  have 
combined,  and  by  combining  have  obtained  practical  con- 


UKITBD  STATES  V.  AMERICAN  TOBACCO  CO.  445 

Noyes,  O.  J.,  concurring. 

trol  of  the  tobacco  industry  of  the  country.  However  com- 
prehensive or  oppressive  the  combination  may  be,  unless  it 
affect  interstate  commerce,  it  is  not  subject  to  the  federal 
anti-trust  statute. 

There  are  many  definitions  of  interstate  commerce.  This 
from  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania^  114  U.  S.  196, 
208,  5  Sup.  Ct.  826,  828,  29  L.  Ed.  158,  has  been  repeatedly 
approved : 

**  Commerce  among  tbe  states  consists  of  intercourse  and  traffic  be- 
tween their  citlsens,  and  Includes  the  transportation  of  persons  and 
property,  and  the  navigation  of  public  waters  for  that  purpose,  as 
well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities.'* 

The  inquiry,  then,  is  whether  the  record  here  shows  "  traf- 
fic ''  between  citizens  of  different  states,  or  the  ''  purchase, 
sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities  "  across  state  lines. 

The  testimony  discloses  that  the  business  of  the  defendants 
has  three  broad  phases:  (1)  The  purchase  of  the  raw  mate- 
rials and  supplies.  (2)  The  manufacture  of  the  product. 
(8)  The  disposition  of  the  product.  While  the  second 
phase — that  of  manufacture — does  not  involve  interstate 
commerce,  the  other  two  phases  seem  clearly  to  directly  in- 
volve it;  and  it  also  seems  clear  that  the  three  phases  are  of 
equal  importance.  Unlike  a  mere  manufacturing  combina- 
tion, this  combination  relates  quite  as  much  to  the  purchase 
of  materials  and  the  disposition  of  the  product  as  to  manu- 
facture. 

Leaf  tobacco  is  purchased  by  the  defendants'  agents  in 
tobacco  mar[713]kets,  or  directly  from  the  grower  in  many 
different  states,  and  is  shipped  by  means  of  common  carriers 
to  factories  or  warehouses  in  other  states.  Licorice  root  for 
making  licorice  paste — necessary  in  producing  certain  kinds 
of  tobacco — is  purchased  by  a  subsidiary  corporation  in 
foreign  countries  and  is  shipped  to  factories  in  this  country. 
The  paste,  when  manufactured,  is  sold  to  other  of  the  de- 
fendants and  is  shipped  to  factories  in  different  states.  A 
subsidiary  corporation  manufactures  tin  foil  and  sells  and 
ships  it  to  the  different  factories.  Another  does  the  same 
thing  with  boxes,  and  another  with  cotton  bags.  Still  an- 
other acts  strictly  as  a  purchasing  corporation,  and  buys 
supplies  in  many  markets,  and  sells  and  delivers  them  to  the 
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factories,  warehouses,  and  offices  throughout  the  countiy. 
The  record  shows  constant  intercommunication  between  the 
members  of  the  combination  in  different  states  and  constant 
shipments  across  state  lines  from  one  member  to  another  as 
vendor  and  vendee. 

The  tobacco  products  manufactured  by  the  defendants  are 
largely  sold  by  traveling  salesmen,  who  solicit  orders  which, 
in  most  instances,  are  filled  by  shipping  the  goods  ordered, 
by  means  of  conmion  carriers,  from  factories  or  warehouses 
located  in  states  other  than  those  in  which  the  orders  aie 
taken.  A  limited  number  of  jobbers  in  different  states 
are  also  controlled,  as  well  as  an  important  retailer  oper- 
ating in  different  states.  The  business  of  the  defendants 
covers  the  whole  of  the  United  States  and  the  disposition 
of  their  products  is  effected  under  the  supervision  of  an 
office  of  central  authority  by  constant  interstate  shipments 
of  the  different  commodities  from  factory,  warehouse,  or 
branch,  to  jobber,  retailer,  or  consumer. 

These  facts  seem  clearly  to  show  traffic  between  citizens  of 
different  states,  and  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  com- 
modities across  state  lines — ^to  show  that  the  defendants  are 
directly  engaged  in  commerce  among  the  states  and  are  sub- 
ject to  the  federal  anti-trust  statute ;  and,  as  a  practical  mat- 
ter, it  is  probable  that  a  large  part  of  the  interstate  ship- 
ments of  the  country  are  made  by  industrial  combinations 
similar  to  that  of  the  defendants.  "Transactions  between 
manufacturing  companies  in  one  state,  through  agents,  with 
citizens  of  another,  constitute  a  large  part  of  interstate  com- 
merce." Caldwell  v.  North  Carolina^  187  U.  S.  622,  632,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  229,  233  (47  L.  Ed.  336).  If  these  corporations  are 
not  so  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  as  to  be  subject  to 
federal  regulation,  then  Congress,  under  the  commerce 
clause,  has  little  power  except  over  carriers. 

A  point  is  made  that  this  combination  did  not  engage  in 
interstate  commerce  in  respect  of  sales  made  by  traveling 
salesmen,  because  the  title  to  the  goods  sold  passed  to  the 
consignee  when  delivery  was  made  to  the  common  carrier 
in  the  place  of  manufacture.  But  the  defendants  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce  when  they  sent  their  salesmen  into 
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different  states  and  accepted  and  filled  the  orders  obtained. 
"The  negotiation  of  sales  of  goods  which  are  in  another 
state,  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  them  into  the  state  in 
which  the  negotiation  is  made,  is  interstate  commerce." 
Bobbins  v.  Shelby  Taxinff  District,  120  U.  S.  489,  497,  7  Sup. 
Ct  592,  596,  30  L.  Ed.  694.  The  sale  of  goods,  by  sample 
or  otherwise,  in  one  state  by  a  traveling  salesman  em[714] 
ployed  by  a  manufacturer  located  in  another  state,  and  their 
subsequent  shipment  from  the  latter  to  the  former  state,  con- 
stitute commerce  among  the  states,  with  which  Congress 
alone  has  power  to  deal.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  repeatedly  held  that  state  laws  taxing  or  impos- 
ing conditions  upon  such  sales  are  unconstitutional,  as  trench- 
ing upon  the  powers  of  Congress.  Thus  the  court,  in  Rab- 
bins V.  Shelby  Taxing  District,  supra,  said : 

"  If  the  selling  of  gooda  by  sample  and  the  employment  of  drum- 
mers for  that  purpose  injuriously  affect  the  local  interest  of  the  state. 
Congress,  if  applied  to,  will  undoubtedly  make  such  reasonable  regu- 
lations as  the  case  may  demand.  And  Congress  alone  can  do  it;  for 
it  is  obvious  that  such  regulations  should  be  based  on  a  uniform  sys- 
tem applicable  to  the  whole  country,  and  not  left  to  the  varied, 
discordant,  or  retaliatory  enactments  of  40  different  states.  The 
confusion  into  which  the  commerce  of  the  country  would  be  thrown 
by  being  subject  to  state  legislation  on  this  subject  would  be  but  a 
repetition  of  the  disorder  which  prevailed  under  the  Articles  of  Cou- 
federation." 

See,  also,  Brennan  v.  TitusvUle,  153  U.  S.  289,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
829,  88  L.  Ed.  719 ;  Asher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  129,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
1,  82  L.  Ed.  368;  CaldweU  v.  North  Carolina,  187  U.  S.  622, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  229,  47  L.  Ed.  336 ;  Rearick  v.  Pennsylvania,  203 
U.  S.  607,  27  Sup.  Ct.  159,  51  L.  Ed.  295. 

Where  the  title  to  the  goods  sold  by  the  salesman  tech- 
nically passes  cannot,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  important, 
^^  commerce  among  the  states  is  a  practical  conception,  not 
drawn  from  the  '  witty  diversities '  ( Yelv.  83)  of  the  law  of 
sales"  {Beariok  v.  Pennsylvania,  supra).  Moreover,  the 
facts  bring  the  case  within  the  language  of  Swift  v.  United 
States,  196  U.  S.  376, 899, 26  Sup.  Ct.  276, 280, 49  L,  Ed.  518 : 

"  But  the  allegations  of  the  second  section,  even  if  they  import  a 
technical  passing  of  title  at  the  slaughtering  places,  also  import  that 
liie  sniea  are  to  persons  In  other  states,  and  that  the  shipments  to 
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other  states  are  part  of  tbe  transaction — 'pursuant  to  such  sales* — 
and  the  third  section  imports  that  the  same  things  which  are  sent  to 
agents  are  sold  by  them,  and  sufficiently  indicates  that  some  at  least 
of  the  sales  are  of  the  original  packages.  Moreover,  the  sales  are 
by  persons  In  one  state  to  persons  in  another." 

But  still,  if  the  technicality  is  important,  the  record  shows, 
as  we  have  seen,  continued  shipments  of  raw  materials  and 
finished  products  across  state  lines  from  one  constituent 
corporation  to  another — constant  purchases  of  materials,  sup- 
plies, and  products.  If  the  combination  as  a  shipper  is  not 
directly  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  then  as  a  consignee 
it  is  so  engaged,  and  the  same  result  is  reached. 

Assuming,  however,  that  these  defendants  are  not  directly 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  are  thus  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  federal  statute,  what  is  the  situation!  Simply 
this:  That  there  is  no  power — state  or  national — of  practical 
efficiency  which  can  reach  industrial  combinations,  no  mat- 
ter how  oppressive  they  may  be.  The  result  necessarily  fol- 
lows from  the  operation  of  the  commerce  clause  of  the 
Constitution.  As  we  have  just  seen,  the  Supreme  Court  has 
held  that  state  laws  imposing  conditions  upon  the  sale  of 
goods  to  be  shipped  into  a  state  by  a  foreign  vendor  are  un- 
constitutional, as  trenching  upon  the  powers  of  Congress. 
If  such  a  sale  is  interstate  commerce  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
free  from  local  regulation,  and  yet  the  combination  mak- 
[716]ing  it  is  not  so  directly  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce as  to  be  subject  to  federal  control,  then  there  is  a 
hiatus  in  power  which  leaves  the  combination  above  the 
law. 

The  business  of  a  producing  combination,  in  so  far  as  it 
affects  states  other  than  those  in  which  its  plants  are  located, 
consists  in  the  sale  and  delivery  of  its  products.  If  it  may 
sell  its  goods  by  shipment  across  state  lines  free  from  local 
laws,  it  may  freely  do  business  in  states  with  whose  laws 
and  policy  it  is  wholly  antagonistic  The  police  power  could 
not  be  extended  to  reach  it  Inspection  laws  and  statutes 
regulating  the  sale  of  injurious  articles  would  be  inefffctive. 
Such  a  combination  might  locate  its  factory  over  the  bound- 
ary line  of  a  state,  and,  operating  from  there,  adopt  the 
most  oppressive  tactics  to  stifle  local  competition.    If  the 
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commerce  clause  ties  the  hands  of  the  states,  and  yet  fails  to 
give  Congress  efficient  power,  its  effect  is  to  force  upon  the 
whole  country  the  standard  of  the  state  which  charters  the 
combination  or  of  that  in  which  its  plants  are  located — 
standards  which,  as  limiting  the  power  of  the  combination, 
might  impose  no  limitation  at  all. 

I  cannot  accept  this  conclusion.  In  my  opinion  that  which 
the  Constitution  took  from  the  states  it  gave  to  the  nation. 
There  was  no  loss  of  power  in  the  transmission.  There  is 
no  middle  ground.  The  business  of  the  defendants  in  selling 
their  goods  and  buying  their  materials,  involving  interstate 
dealings  not  subject  to  state  anti-trust  statutes,  is  interstate 
commerce,  subject  to  the  federal  anti-trust  statute. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  question  whether  the  defend- 
ants are  directly  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  is  settled 
by  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  United  States  v. 
E.  C.  Knight  Company,  156  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  89  L. 
Ed.  325.  I  do  not  so  regard  the  effect  of  that  de.cision.  As 
I  view  it,  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  turned 
upon  the  distinction  between  manufacture  and  commerce, 
and  treated  the  case  as  one  relating  solely  to  manufacture 
within  a  single  state.  As  said  by  the  court  (page  17  of  156 
U.  S.,  page  255  of  15  Sup.  Ct.  [39  L.  Ed.  325] ) : 

''Wbat  the  law  struck  at  was  combinations,  contracts,  and  con- 
spiracies to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states 
or  with  foreign  nations ;  but  the  contracts  and  acts  of  the  defendants 
related  exdnslTely  to  the  acquisition  of  the  Philadelphia  refineries 
and  the  business  of  sngar  refining  In  Pennsylvania,  and  bore  no 
direct  relation  to  commerce  between  the  states  or  with  foreign  natlona 
The  object  was  manifestly  private  gain  In  the  mannfftctnre  of  the 
commodity,  but  not  through  the  control  of  Interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce." 

The  object  of  the  proceedings  in  that  case  was,  not  to 
reach  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  as  an  unlawful 
combination,  but  to  prevent  the  acquisition  by  it  of  local 
manufacturing  properties.  It  is  true  that  it  appeared,  in- 
cidentally, that  the  article  manufactured  was  intended  for 
transportation  beyond  the  state ;  but  no  combination  relating 
either  to  the  purchase  and  interstate  shipment  of  raw  mate- 
rials or  to  the  disposition  of  the  finished  product  was  shown. 
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Upon  the  facte  shown  in  this  record  ike  principles  of  the 
Addyston  Pipe  ease  (175  U.  S.  211, 20  Sup.  Ct  96, 44  L.  Ed. 
136)  rather  than  those  of  the  Knight  case^  seem  applicaUe. 
[716]  These  defendants  are  not  a  combination  relating 
solely  to  mannfacture,  nor  solely  of  manufacturers.  As  al- 
ready shown,  the  combination  embracer  dealers  as  well  as 
manufacturers,  and  producers  of  materials  and  supplies  as 
well  as  of  the  finished  tobacco  products.  The  language  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  Montague  <&  Co.  v.  Lowry^  198  U.  S. 
38,  47,  24  Sup.  Ct.  307,  310,  48  L.  Ed.  608,  distinguishing 
the  Knight  case,  is  applicable: 

**  It  was  not  a  combination  or  monopoly  among  manuCactnrera  sim- 
ply, bat  one  between  them  and  dealers  in  the  mannfactnred  article, 
which  was  an  article  of  commerce  between  the  8tate&  United  Btatet 
▼.  B,  O.  Knight  Company,  166  U.  8.  1,  15  Sap.  Gt  240,  39  L.  Ed.  82S, 
did  not,  therefore  cover  it" 

Furthermore,  the  recent  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
indicate  that  the  Knight  decision  is  inapplicable  to  a  case 
like  the  present.  Thus,  in  the  Northern  Securities  case,  198 
U.  S.  197,  829, 24  Sup.  Ct.  436, 453, 48  L.  Ed.  679,  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan  said  of  the  Knight  decision : 

**  It  was  held  that  the  agreement  or  arrangement  there  inrolved  had 
reference  only  to  the  mannafcture  or  production  of  sugar  by  those 
engaged  in  the  alleged  combination ;  but,  if  it  had  directly  embraced 
interstate  or  international  conmierce,  it  would  then  have  been  covered 
by  the  Anti-Trust  Act  and  would  have  been  Illegal." 

And  in  Svnft  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  875,  397,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  276, 279,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  the  court  said  : 

"Although  the  combination  alleged  embraces  restraint  and  monopiHy 
of  trade  within  a  single  state,  its  effect  upon  commerce  among  the 
states  is  not  accidental,  secondary,  remote,  or  merely  probable.  On 
the  allegations  of  the  bUl  the  latter  conmierce  no  less,  perhaps  even 
more,  than  commerce  within  a  single  state,  is  an  object  of  attack. 
•  •  •  Moreover,  it  is  a  direct  object  It  is  that  for  the  sake  of 
which  the  several  specific  acts  and  courses  of  conduct  are  done  and 
adopted.  Therefore  the  case  is  not  like  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight 
Co,,  156  U.  S.  1. 15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325,  where  the  subject-matter 
of  the  combination  was  manufacture  and  the  direct  object  monopoly 
of  manufacture  within  a  state." 

See,  also,  Loewe  v.  Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301, 
62  L.  Ed.  488. 
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In  view  of  the  world-wide  business  of  these  defendants,  of 
the  constant  reaching  out  for  new  markets  in  new  countries, 
of  the  many  different  industries  in  many  different  states 
involved,  of  the  constant  shipments  of  materials  from  state 
to  state,  and  of  the  control  of  the  disposition  of  the  manu- 
factured product,  can  it  be  said  that  the  direct  object  of  this 
vast  combination — the  dominating  factor  in  tiie  tobacco  in- 
dustry of  the  country — ^is  the  "monopoly  of  manufacture 
within  a  state"?  I  must  answer  this  question  in  the  nega- 
tive. In  my  opinion  the  defendants  are  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  and  that  whidi  the  combination  directly 
affects  is  interstate  conmierce. 

This  conclusion  ends  the  inquiry  of  the  greatest  moment  in 
the  case.  It  is  of  much  importance  to  many  people  at  the  pres- 
ent time  whether  the  defendants  have  entered  into  an  unlawful 
combination.  It  is  of  the  most  momentous  importance  to  all 
the  people  for  all  time  whether  the  national  government  has 
power  to  reach  industrial  combinations  dealing  across  state 
lines.  Concede  that  the  present  statute  goes  too  far.  Con- 
cede, even,  that  no  enactments  are  now  necessary.  Yet  all 
must  [717]  agree  that  conditions  may  arise  in  the  future 
requiring  legislative  action  which  shall  be  both  uniform  and 
effective.  Congress  alone  could  take  such  action,  and  if  this 
case  shall  finally  establish  that  the  power  exists  in  Congress 
to  take  it,  then,  regardless  of  all  other  results,  it  is  a  good 
thing  for  the  future  of  this  country  that  these  proceedings 
were  instituted. 

Returning,  now,  to  the  charges  against  these  defendants, 
and  regarding  it  as  settled  that,  if  a  combination  or  monop- 
oly within  the  meaning  of  the  anti-trust  statute  is  shown,  it 
directly  affects  interstate  commerce,  the  next  inquiry  is 
whether  such  a  combination  or  monopoly  is  established. 
In  determining  whether  a  combination,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  is  shown,  these  propositions  must  be  accepted 
as  established  by  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

United  States: 

(1)  Every  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce, whether  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  is  in  violation  of 
the  statute.    The  present  state  of  the  law  is  thus  summarized 
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in  the  very  recent  case  of  Shawnee  Compress  Co.  v.  Ander- 
son, 209  U.  S.  423, 484,  28  Sup.  Ct  572,  575,  52  L.  Ed.  865 : 


4* 


'And  It  has  been  decided  that  not  only  unreasonable,  but  all  direct, 
restraint  of  trade  are  prohibited,  the  law  being  thereby  distingniahed 
from  the  common  law.' 


ft 


See,  also,  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass^n, 
166  U.  &  290,  17  Sup.  Ct  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007 ;  Northern 
Securities  case,  198  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct.  486,  48  L.  Ed.  679. 

(2)  Every  combination  restraining  competition  in  inter- 
state trade  is  a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce. As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  in  the  Northern  Se- 
curities case,  193  U.  S.  197,  337,  24  Sup.  Ct  486,  467,  48  L. 
Ed.  679: 

**  To  destroy  or  restrict  free  competition  in  interstate  commerce  was 
to  restrain  such  commerce.*' 

And  as  stated  by  the  court  in  National  Cotton  OH  Co.  v. 
Texas,  197  U.  S.  115, 129,  25  Sup.  Ct  379,  382,  49  L.  Ed.  689, 
in  speaking  of  the  purpose  of  the  state  and  federal  statutes 
against  combination : 

'* According  to  them,  competition,  not  combination,  should  be  the  law 
of  trade.  If  there  is  evil  in  this.  It  should  be  accepted  as  less  than 
that  which  may  result  from  the  unification  of  interests,  and  the 
power  such  unification  gives." 

This  construction  of  the  statute  confines  the  duty  of  this 
court  in  applying  it  within  very  narrow  limits.  We  have 
only  to  inquire  whether  the  evidence  shows  a  combination 
restraining  competition.  There  is  no  necessity  for  going 
further.  Other  inquiries  are  immaterial.  The  combination 
may  not  reduce  the  prices  paid  to  the  growers  of  raw  mate- 
rials, may  not  increase  the  prices  charged  to  consumers,  may 
not  seek  to  exclude  all  others  from  the  field,  may  be  free 
from  coercion  or  oppression,  and  yet  if  it  restrict  competi- 
tion, if  it  restrain  trade,  reasonable  or  unreasonably,  it  falls 
within  the  statute.  The  statute  declares  unlawful  every  com- 
bination in  restraint  of  trade.  It  contains  no  words  of 
limitation  or  qualification,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
[718]  United  States  has  decided  that  the  courts  have  no 
right  to  attach  them  to  it. 


J 
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In  looking  through  the  record  for  a  combination  which 
restricts  competition,  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  far.  The  de- 
fendants, in  their  own  statement  of  that  which  they  have 
done,  present  such  a  combination.  In  their  brief  (page  182) 
they  say  that  their  actions  fall  into  two  classes,  of  which  the 
following  is  the  first: 

"The  consolidation  of  interests,  more  or  less  sharply  competitive, 
throngb  the  formation  of  a  corporation  and  the  transfer  to  it  of  the 
respective  properties  and  business  of  such  competitors." 

A  consolidation  of  competitive  interests  in  this  form,  when 
a  combination,  as  distinguished  from  a  sale,  is  a  combination 
which,  restraining  interstate  commerce,  violates  the  federal 
anti-trust  statute.  Whether  a  transaction  amounts  to  a  sale 
or  to  a  combination  depends  upon  whether  the  vendor  parts 
with  all  interests  in  the  business  sold  or  merely  changes  the 
form  of  his  investment.  A  bona  fide  sale  of  a  plant  for  cash 
or  its  equivalent  possesses  none  of  the  elements  of  combina- 
tion. An  exchange  of  one  plant  for  an  interest  in  united 
plants  possesses  all  the  elements  of  combination.  See  Davis 
V.  A.  Booth  (&  Co.,  131  Fed.  87,  65  C.  C.  A.  269;  Bigelow  v. 
Calumet  J  etc..  Mining  Co.  (C.  C.)  155  Fed.  869;  also,  upon 
the  underlying  principle  involved,  Shawnee  Compress  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  209  U.  S.  423,  28  Sup.  Ct.  572,  52  L.  Ed.  865,  and 
the  Northern  Securities  case,  supra. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  shows  repeated  instances  where, 
upon  the  transfer  of  a  competing  business,  the  vendors 
merely  changed  the  form  of  their  investment.  They  trans- 
ferred their  property  and  received  in  exchange  stock  in  the 
transferee  corporation.  They  exchanged  large  interests  in 
a  small  property  for  small  interests  in  a  large  property. 
Instead  of  standing  by  themselves,  they  combined,  and,  in 
combining,  violated  the  federal  statute. 

There  is  no  especial  merit  in  the  corporate  form  of  com- 
bination. A  corporation  without  statutory  authority — ex- 
press or  incidental — ^to  acquire  property  cannot  take  it  at  alL 
With  such  authority  it  has  only  the  power  which  an  individ- 
ual enjoys  of  natural  right.  Both  may  purchase  and  other- 
wise acquire  property  for  lawful  purposes;  but  neither  can 
acquire  property  for  a  purpose  forbidden  by  law.    The  cor- 


454  164  FEDERAL  BEPORTEB,  TL9. 

Koyes,  C.  J.,  ccmcurriiig. 

porations  formed  by  the  del endanta,  with  the  ordiBaiy  power 
to  acquire  all  kinds  of  property,  had  no  right  to  acquire 
property  in  order  to  form  an  unlawful  combination.  The 
grant  of  power  would  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  any 
such  acquisition;  and  any  grant  which  went  further,  and 
did  attempt  to  authorize  the  formation  of  a  combination  in 
violation  of  the  federal  statute,  would  be  wholly  void.  No 
state  can  authorize  any  individual  or  corporation  to  break 
a  law  of  the  United  States.  See  the  Northern  Securitten 
case,  supra.  Upon  the  defendants'  own  presentation  of  their 
acts,  therefore,  I  cannot  avoid  the  conclusion  that  they  have, 
with  certain  exceptions,  engaged  in  a  combination  contrary 
to  the  first  section  of  the  federal  anti-trust  statute. 

In  thus  considering  whether  the  defendants  have  com- 
bined in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the  act,  they  have 
been  treated  as  an  asso[719]ciation  of  corporations  and 
individuals.  But  they  are  all  dominated  by  the  American 
Tobacco  Company,  and,  in  determining  whether  a  monopoly 
has  been  created  in  contravention  of  the  second  section,  they 
may  properly  be  considered  as  a  unit.  In  pursuing  the  lat- 
ter inquiry,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  far.  The  vio- 
lation of  the  first  section  requires  the  issuance  of  an  injunc- 
tion. No  further  relief  could  be  granted,  should  the  defend- 
ants be  held  to  also  violate  the  second  section.  The  question 
of  monopoly  is,  however,  fully  presented  upon  the  briefs,  and 
I  think  should  not  be  passed  over. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  defendants  produce  70 
per  cent  of  the  smoking  tobacco  made  in  this  country,  73  per 
cent  of  the  cigarettes,  81  per  cent  of  the  plug  and  twist  to- 
bacco, 81  per  cent  of  the  fine-cut  tobacco,  89  per  cent  of  the 
little  cigars,  and  96  per  cent  of  the  snuff.  They  also  make 
95  per  cent  of  the  licorice  paste  produced,  75  per  cent  of  the 
tin  foil,  and  most  of  the  tobacco  extracts,  boxes,  and  con- 
tainers. 

The  acquisition  by  the  defendants  in  taking  over  the  vari- 
ous competing  plants  of  most  of  the  well-established  and 
popular  brands  of  tobacco  gives  them  especial  power  to  con- 
trol the  market.    As  pointed  out  in  the  defendants'  brief: 

"  The  difficulties  of  establisbiag  a  brand  of  tobacco  are  Dumeioas, 
but  they  are  compensated  by  tbe  value  of  tbe  brand  when  established.** 
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The  confiumer  becomes  accuatoxned  to,  and  buye  by,  a 
brand.  It  is  difficult  to  induce  him  to  purchase  another 
brand.  '^His  habit  is  a  'Bull  Durham'  habit,  and  not  a 
mere  tobacco  habit" 

The  defendants  purchase  the  major  part  of  all  the  tobacco 
leaf — other  than  that  used  for  cigars — ^raised  in  this  country. 
Of  some  important  types  they  buy  a  very  large  proportion 
of  the  total  production.  Thus  of  hurley,  used  in  the  manu- 
facture of  plug  tobacco,  they  bought  in  1905  175,000,000 
pounds  out  of  a  total  crop  of  240,000,000  pounds ;  of  Virginia 
sun  cured,  used  for  chewing  tobacco,  they  bought  7,400,000 
pounds  out  of  a  crop  of  8,100,000  pounds.  The  hold  of  the 
defendants  upon  the  tobacco  industry  of  the  country  has 
steadily  increased  since  the  formation  of  the  combination. 
There  is  only  one  branch  of  the  industry  which  they  do  not 
have  within  their  grasp — the  cigar  branch;  but  their  pre- 
dominating interest  in  all  of  the  other  branches  is  not  less- 
ened by  the  fact  that  they  have  not  as  yet  obtained  control  of 
this  branch.  To  create  a  monopoly,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
gather  in  all  the  branches  of  a  great  industry. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  and  of  the  further  fact  that  the 
assets  of  the  defendants  amount  to  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars,  let  us,  with  respect  to  the  question  whether  they  are 
monopolizing  trade,  again  test  their  position  from  their  own 
point  of  view.  In  examining  the  second  section  of  the  act 
the  defendants  in  their  brief  (page  172)  say: 

"The  sole  qaeetlon  Is:  Do  the  defendants  so  engross  the  market 
that  they  can  prevent  others  from  engaging  therein  freely,  and  thos 
at  pleasure  fix  the  prices  either  of  the  raw  materials  or  of  the  manu- 
factured article?" 

The  record  shows  that,  to  establish  and  popularize  a  brand 
of  tobacco,  the  expenditure  of  much  time  and  money  is  nec- 
essary. Whether  a  person  of  moderate  capital  could  suc- 
cessfully engage  in  the  [720]  manufacture  of  tobacco  would 
depend  entirely  upon  the  position  taken  by  the  defendants. 
They  might  suffer  him  to  succeed.  On  the  other  hand,  they 
might  deem  it  expedient  to  crush  him,  and,  if  they  exercised 
the  power  which  they  possess,  there  could  be  but  one  result. 
Considering  the  enormous  inherent  and  collateral  power  of 
the  defendants,  the  record  is  remarkably  free  from  acts  of 
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oppression  or  coercion.  But  still  there  is  enough  to  show 
how  a  competitor  can  be  brought  to  terms  if  occasion  de- 
mands. The  letters  between  the  defendants'  officials  point 
out  most  effective  means  for  entering  ^  upon  a  vigorous  cam- 
paign, to  be  kept  up  until  the  desired  end  is  accomplished.'^ 

Under  these  conditions,  I  am  of  the  opinion — in  answer  to 
the  first  phase  of  the  defendants'  question — ^that  the  defend- 
ants do  so  engross  the  tobacco  market  that  they  have  power 
"  to  prevent  others  from  engaging  therein  freely."  The  ex- 
tent to  which  they  have  exercised  their  power  is  immaterial. 
The  question  presented  by  the  defendants'  inquiry  is  one  of 
the  existence  of  power,  not  its  exercise. 

Subject  to  the  economic  limit  that  prices  cannot  be  fixed 
so  low  as  to  deprive  the  grower  of  inducement  to  raise  future 
crops,  the  extent  of  the  defendants'  purchases  of  tobacco 
leaf  necessarily  gives  them  large  power  to  fix  the  prices  to 
be  paid  for  the  types  which  they  require.  Prices  may  be 
regulated — ^as  the  defendants  assert — by  the  law  of  supply 
and  demand;  but  the  difficulty  hereis  that  the  demand  for 
many  types  comes,  practically,  from  only  one  source.  To 
whom,  for  example,  can  the  growers  of  hurley  or  Virginia 
sun-cured  tobacco  sell  their  crop,  if  they  refuse  the  prices 
offered  by  the  defendants?  Similarly,  the  production  by  the 
defendants  of  by  far  the  greater  part  of  the  tobacco  used  in 
this  country  gives  the  power  to  control  the  prices  of  the 
manufactured  article,  subject  to  the  economic  limit  that,  if 
placed  too  high,  the  consumer  will  give  up  the  use  of  tobacco. 
It  is  not  a  question  of  going  to  another  producer.  No  other 
producer  could  supply  the  amount  required.  Where  will  the 
users  of  snuff  obtain  it,  if  they  are  unwilling  to  pay  the 
prices  charged  by  the  defendants? 

Moreover,  the  defendants  possess  an  even  greater  power 
over  the  prices  of  raw  materials  and  finished  products  than 
the  statistics  which  we  have  noticed  indicate.  It  is  apparent 
from  the  record  that  they  are  the  dominating  factors  in  the 
tobacco  industry.  Other  producers  are  scattered  and  do  not 
act  together.  They  are  not  in  a  position  to  initiate  price 
making. 

They  must  follow  the  action  of  the  defendants.  Upon 
these  facts,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  second  phase  of  the 
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defendants'  inquiry  must,  like  the  first,  be  answered  in  the 
affirmatiye — ^that  the  defendants  do  have  power  to  determine 
the  prices  of  raw  materials  and  of  the  manufactured  article* 
Thus,  applying  to  the  defendants'  position  the  test  of  their 
own  inquiry,  it  follows  that  they  constitute  a  monopoly. 
And  the  same  result  is  reached  if  it  be  sought  to  bring  them 
within  the  description  of  a  monopoly  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
McKenna  in  National  Cotton  OU  Co,  v.  Texas,  197  U.  S.  129, 
26  Sup.  Ct  382,  49  L.  Ed.  689 : 

"Its  dominant  thought  now  is,  to  quote  another,  'the  motion  of 
ezdnslTenefls  or  unity  * ;  In  other  words,  the  suppresion  of  competi- 
tion by  the  unifica-  [721]  tion  of  interest  or  management,  or,  it  may 
be,  through  agreement  and  concert  of  action.  And  the  purpose  is  so 
definitely  the  control  of  prices  that  monopoly  has  been  defined  to  be 
'unified  tactics  with  regard  to  prices.*  It  is  the  power  to  control 
prices  which  makes  the  inducement  of  combinations  and  their  profit 
It  is  soch  power  that  makes  it  the  concern  of  the  law  to  prohibit  or 
limit  than." 

Still  another  test  brings  us  to  the  same  conclusion*  The 
authorities  warrant  the  statement  that  a  monopoly,  in  the 
modem  sense,  is  created  when,  as  a  result  of  efforts  to  that 
end,  previously  competing  businesses  are  so  concentrated 
in  the  hands  of  a  single  person  or  corporation,  or  a  few  per- 
sons or  corporations  acting  together,  that  they  have  power 
to  practically  control  the  prices  of  commodities  and  thus 
to  practically  suppress  competition.  National  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  V.  Texas,  supra ;  United  States  v.  E,  C,  Knight  Co.,  156 
U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  89  L.  Ed.  325;  Northern  Securities 
case,  193  U-  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679 ;  Swift  v. 
United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  26  Sup.  Ct  276,  49  L.  Ed. 
518;  American  Biscuit,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Klotz  (C.  C.)  44  Fed. 
724;  United  States  v.  Chesapeake,  etc.,  Fuel  Co.  (C.  C.)  105 
Fed.  104;  Chesapeake  A  O.  Fuel  Co.  v.  United  States,  115 
Fed.  610,  53  C.  C.  A.  256 ;  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.,  54  Hun,  377,  note  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  401,  2  L.  R  A. 
33;  Pocahontas  Coke  Co.  v.  Powhatan  Coal,  etc.,  Co.,  60 
W.  Va.  508,  56  S.  E.  264,  10  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.;  268,  116  .Vm. 
St  Rep.  901;  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  658,  43  N.  W. 
1102,  6  L.  R.  A.  457 ;  Harding  v.  American  Glucose  Co.,  182 
111.  615,  65  N.  E.  577,  64  L.  R.  A.  738,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  189; 
Herriman  v.  Memies,  115  Cal.  16,  44  Pac  660,  46  Pac  730, 
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35  L.  B.  A.  318,  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  81 ;  Laugh  v.  Outenbridge^ 
143  N.  Y.  271,  38  N.  E.  292,  25  L.  R.  A.  674, 42  Am.  St  Rep. 
712;  Wood  v.  Greewwood  Hardware  Co,^  75  S.  .C.  383,  65 
S.  E.  973,  9  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  501.  And  the  examination 
of  facts  already  made  shows  this  concentration  of  power  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendants. 

It  must  be  noted  that  the  authorities  hold  that  the  ma- 
terial consideration,  in  determining  whether  a  monopoly 
exists,  is  not  that  prices  are  raised  and  that  competition  is 
excluded,  but  that  power  exists  to  raise  prices  or  to  exclude 
competition  when  it  is  desired  to  do  so.  The  validity  of  an 
organization,  according  to  the  authorities — 

"is  not  to  be  tested  by  what  has  been  done  nnder  It,  bnt  by  what 
may  be  done  under  it;  not  by  its  performance,  but  by  its  power  of 
performance  when  fully  exercised."  PocahontoB  Coke  Co.  y.  Powha- 
tan Coal,  etc,  Co,,  supra. 

Following  the  authorities,  the  necessary  result  is  that  the 
defendants,  in  possessing  the  power  of  control  over  the  to- 
bacco market,  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
within  the  meaning  and  in  violation  of  the  second  section 
of  the  statute.  And  yet,  in  view  of  the  possible  results  from 
this  interpretation  of  the  statute,  I  could  only  with  hesi- 
tation unqualifiedly  adopt  it.  An  aggregation  of  capital  or 
property,  with  power  to  control  the  market  for  a  product, 
might  be  brought  about  by  lawful  means  without  the  element 
of  combination,  and  might  carry  on  its  operations  without 
the  element  of  oppression.  If  the  mere  possession  of  power 
is  the  test  of  legality,  then  the  inquiry  in  that  case,  as  in 
any  other  case,  would  merely  relate  to  the  present  status 
of  the  aggregation:  What  has  it  power  to  do! — ^withfTSSI 
out  regard  to  its  past  history  or  its  present  methods.  Thus 
a  result  might  be  declared  unlawful,  which  was  obtained  by 
lawful  means ;  an  aggregation  of  capital  criminal,  whieh  ac- 
tually operated  to  the  public  benefit.  The  law  that  illegality 
depends  wholly  upon  the  power  of  performance  may  be  set- 
tled; but  it  was  not  settled  when  the  tendency  towards  the 
unification  of  interests  was  so  marked  as  at  the  present  time. 
It  may  be  that  now,  in  applying  the  second  section  of  the 
statute,  performance,  as  well  as  power  of  performance, 
should  be  considered;  that  the  elements  of  oppresfidon  and 
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coercion  should  be  shown  to  exist,  to  establish  an  unlawful 
monopoly.  And,  if  these  elements  are  to  be  considered, 
they  are  not  sufficiently  presented  upon  this  record.  It  is 
not  shown  that  the  defendants  have  reduced  prices  to 
growers,  nor  that  they  have  raised  prices  to  consumers.  The 
instances  of  coercion  which  are  shown  appear  rather  as  inci- 
dental to  the  development  of  a  great  business  than  as  indica- 
tive of  a  policy  of  oppression.  But  a  judicial  opinion  upon 
the  important  question  whether  the  conclusion  which  the 
authorities  lead  to  should  be  adopted  without  qualification 
in  construing  and  applying  the  second  section  should  only 
be  expressed  when  necessary  to  the  r^iditipn  of  a  decision. 
There  is  no  sudi  necessity  in  this  case.  In  view  of  the 
opinions  of  the  other  members  of  the  court,  the  decree  must 
run  against  the  defendants  under  the  first,  and  not  under  the 
second,  section  of  the  statute.  Therefore,  while  I  have  felt 
it  my  duty  to  examine  the  situation  under  the  second  section, 
its  consideration  need  not  be  carried  further. 

The  only  matters  remaining  relate  to  the  decree.  While 
not  wholly  adopting  the  views  of  Judges  Lacombe  and  Coxe 
with  respect  to  certain  of  the  defendants,  I  concur  in  the 
results  which  they  reach,  and  in  their  conclusion  that  an 
injunction  of  the  nature  stated  should  be  issued  against  the 
def^idants,  with  the  exceptions  noted,  but  with  stay  pending 
appeal. 

Ward,  Circuit  Judge  (dissenting). 

I  feel  constrained  to  dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  this  case.  The  United  States  charges  in  its  bill 
that  the  defendants  have  been  and  are  engaged  in  an  illegal 
combination  to  restrain  and  monopolize  trade,  in  violation 
of  an  act  of  Congress  passed  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat.  209,  c. 
647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200])  known  as  the  "  Sherman 
Act,"  and  prays  for  relief  by  injunction  and  otherwise.  An 
outline  of  the  acts  complained  of  as  evidencing  a  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  trade  and  a  monopoly  is  as  follows : 

In  January,  1890,  the  American  Tobacco  Company  was 
incorporated,  to  take  over  the  business  of  five  independent 
concerns  engaged  almost  wholly  in  the  manufacture  of  cigar- 
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ettes.  This  company  substantially  covered  the  entire  output 
of  cigarettes  in  the  United  States.  It  is  no  defense  that  it 
was  incorporated  some  six  months  before  the  passage  of  the 
Sherman  act,  if  an  illegal  combination  within  the  meaning 
of  that  act  United  States  v,  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso- 
ciation, 166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  combination  was  the  result  of 
cutting  of  prices  or  of  a  commercial  war  of  any  kind.  The 
company  from  time  to  time  bought  [723]  other  plants  en- 
gaged in  manufacturing  smoking  tobacco  and  others  en- 
gaged in  manufacturing  plug  tobacco. 

In  1898  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  was  incorpo- 
rated, to  take  over  the  plug  tobacco  business  of  the  American 
Tobacco  Company  and  the  business  of  five  other  independ- 
ent concerns  manufacturing  principally  plug  tobacco.  There 
had  been  a  war  in  the  way  of  cutting  of  prices  in  certain 
brands  of  plug  tobacco,  which  probably  had  something  to 
do  with  the  formation  of  it.  Subsequently  the  American 
Tobacco  Company  bought  or  obtained  control  of  many  plants 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  smoking  tobacco,  and  the 
Continental  many  plants  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
plug  tobacco.  Some  of  them  were  absorbed,  and  others,  like 
the  defendants,  continued  their  corporate  existence. 

In  1900  the  American  Snuff  Company  was  incorporated, 
to  take  over  the  snuff  business  of  the  American  Tobacco 
Company,  of  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  and  of 
two  other  independent  manufacturers. 

In  1901  the  American  Cigar  Company  was  incorporated, 
to  take  over  the  business  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company 
and  of  Powell,  Smith  &  Co.  in  manufacturing  and  selling 
cigars,  cheroots,  and  stogies.  In  the  same  year  the  Consoli- 
dated Tobacco  Company  was  incorporated,  to  take  over  as  a 
holding  company,  in  exchange  for  its  bonds,  substantially 
all  of  the  stock  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  the 
Continental  Tobacco  Company. 

In  1903  the  American  Stogie  Company  was  incorporated, 
to  take  over  the  stogie  business  of  the  American  Cigar  Com- 
pany, the  American  Tobacco  Company,  and  the  Continental 
Tobacco  Company.  In  1904  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  and  the  Consoli- 
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dated  Tobacco  Company  were  merged  into  the  present  Amer- 
ican Tobacco  Company. 

The  companies  above  named,  being  the  principal  defend- 
ants, acquired  control  of  the  plants  of  many  other  concerns 
engaged  in  manufacturing  or  distributing  tobacco,  and  also 
of  concerns  supplying  things  necessary  in  the  tobacco  busi- 
ness, such  as  tin  foil,  licorice  root,  and  its  products,  bags, 
boxes,  signs,  and  briar  pipes.  Most  of  the  vendors  of  the 
tobacco  plants  entered  into  contracts  not  to  engage  in  the 
business  sold  in  certain  territory  for  a  certain  time,  which  I 
regard  as  proper  for  the  protection  of  the  vendees. 

Referring  to  the  combination  of  1904,  which  created  the 
present  American  Tobacco  Company,  it  is  to  be  remembered 
that  the  Consolidated  Company  was  a  mere  holding  com- 
pany, and  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  the  Conti- 
nental Tobacco  Company  were  in  no  sense  competitors;  the 
former  being  engaged  in  manufacturing  cigarettes  and  smok- 
ing tobacco,  and  the  latter  in  manufacturing  plug  and  twist 
tobacco.  Their  merger  was  not  in  restraint  of  trade,  unless 
it  could  be  regarded  as  an  illegal  monopoly,  because  it  pro- 
duced from  60  to  90  per  cent  of  the  total  output  of  the  United 
States  of  the  various  articles  it  manufactured.  The  profits 
of  the  present  American  Tobacco  Company  and  its  controlled 
companies  have  been  and  are  very  large,  and  their  business, 
excluding  cigars,  covers  not  less  than  [724]  75  per  cent  of 
the  whole  output  of  manufactured  tobacco  in  the  United 
States. 

The  government  has  offered  in  evidence  a  stipulation 
(Government's  Exhibit  No.  8)  of  all  the  defendants,  except 
the  Imperial  Tobacco  Company,  the  United  Cigar  Stores 
Company,  E.  L.  Richardson  Company,  Incorporated,  and 
W.  C.  Keed,  which  must  be  taken  correctly  to  describe  the 
way  the  business  is  done,  there  being  nothing  in  the  record 
to  the  contrary,  as  follows : 

"We  admtt  that  all  the  vendors  and  corporation  defendants  men- 
tioned In  the  petition  as  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  snie  of 
tobacco  products,  except  Imperial  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  pur- 
chased or  now  purchases  some  or  all  of  the  requisite  raw  material 
in  states  or  countries  other  than  those  in  which  the  factories  were 
or  are  located,  and  had  or  has  it  transported  thence  through  the 
medium  of  common  carriers  to  said  factories,  and  employed  or  employ 
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trayellng  mlesmen,  wlio  aollcited  or  Boiicit  in  states  or  countries  other 
than  those  In  which  the  factory  was  or  is  located  orders  for  the 
tobacco  products^  which  by  them  were  or  are  transmitted  to  said 
factory  or  other  chief  office  of  the  manufacturer,  and,  if  approved, 
they  are  filled  by  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  a  common  carrier  where 
the  factory  was  or  is  located,  duly  consigned  to  the  purchaser;  title 
passing  to  said  purchaser  on  said  delivery  to  the  common  carrier.** 

It  can  hardly  be  doubted  that  a  manufacturer  who  makes 
his  product  of  materials  found  within  the  state  of  manufac- 
ture and  sells  his  entire  product  there  is  not  engaged  in  in- 
terstate commerce.  It  will  'make  no  difference  that  the  pur- 
chasers send  and  sell  the  manufacturer's  product  throughout 
the  United  States.  Except  that  they  buy  their  raw  material 
in  other  states,  this  is  the  way  the  manufacturing  defendants 
in  this  case  do  their  business.  Their  business  is  manufac- 
turing, and  the  fact  that  they  get  their  raw  material  in  other 
states  and  send  agents  to  other  states  to  solicit  orders  does  not 
make  their  business  interstate  commerce.  This  certainly  ap- 
pears to  be  the  view  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of 
United  States  t.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
249,  39  L.  Ed.  825.  In  it  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany and  four  refineries  in  Philadelphia  were  all  engaged 
in  competition  with  each  other  in  the  importing  of  raw  sugar 
into  the  United  States,  refining  it,  and  selling  it  throughout 
the  country.  Their  business  was  exactly  like  that  of  the  prin- 
cipal defendants,  except  that  it  was  in  a  necessary  of  life, 
instead  of  a  luxury.  A  combination  was  made  between  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company  and  the  Pennsylvania 
refineries  by  the  exchange  of  all  their  capital  stock  for  shares 
of  its  capital  stock.  The  monopoly  was  greater  than  in  the 
case  now  under  consideration,  because  the  combination  manu- 
factured 98  per  cent,  of  the  entire  sugar  output  of  the  United 
States.  The  bill  averred  that  the  American  Sugar  Refining 
Company  monopolized  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  refined 
sugar  in  the  United  States,  controlled  its  price,  and  had  com- 
bined with  the  other  defendants  to  restrain  the  commerce  in 
refined  sugar  in  the  several  states  and  foreign  nations  and  to 
increase  its  price.    The  trial  court  (60  Fed.  306)  found  that : 

"The  object  in  purchasing  the  Philadelphia  refineries  was  to  obtain 
a  greater  influence  or  more  perfect  control  t>yer  the  business  of  refin- 
ing and  soiling  sugar  in  this  country.*' 
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[786]  When  the  case  reached  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  assumed  that  the  transaction  did  constitute  a  monop- 
oly, but  held  that  it  was  a  monopoly  of  the  manufacture  of 
a  necessary  of  life.  He  said,  at  page  17  of  156  U.  S.,  and 
page  255  of  15  Sup.  Ct.  (39  L.  Ed.  825) : 

**  Tbe  object  was  manifestly  private  gain  in  the  manufacture  of  the 
commodity,  but  not  through  the  control  of  interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce. It  is  true  that  the  biU  alleged  that  the  products  of  these 
refineries  were  sold  and  distributed  among  th%  sereral  states,  and  that 
all  the  companies  were  engaged  in  trade  or  commerce  with  the  sev- 
eral states  and  with  foreign  nations;  but  this  was  no  more  than  to 
say  that  trade  and  commerce  served  manefacture  to  foUUl  its  func- 
tion. Sugar  was  refined  for  sale»  and  sales  were  probably  made  at 
Philadelphia  for  consumption,  and  undoubtedly  for  resale  by  the  first 
purchasers  throughout  Pennsylvania  and  other  states,  and  refined 
sugar  was  also  forwarded  by  the  companies  to  other  states  for  sale. 
Nevertheless  it  does  not  follow  that  an  attempt  to  monopollae,  or  the 
actual  monopoly  of,  the  manufacture  was  an  attempt,  whether  execu- 
tory or  consummated,  to  monopolize  commerce,  even  though,  in  order 
to  dispose  of  the  product,  the  instrumentality  of  commerce  was  nec- 
essarily invoked.  There  was  nothing  in  the  proofs  to  indicate  nny 
intention  to  put  a  restraint  upon  trade  or  commerce;  and  the  fact  as 
we  have  seen  that  trade  or  eommercs  might  be  indireeftly  affected  was 
not  enough  to  entitle  complainants  to  a  decree.  The  subject-matter 
of  the  sale  was  shares  of  manufacturing  stock,  and  the  relief  sought 
was  the  surrender  of  property  which  had  already  passed  and  tlie  sup- 
pression of  the  alleged  monopoly  in  manufacture  by  tiie  restoration 
of  the  sitatus  quo  before  the  transfers;  yet  the  act  of  Ck)ngre8s  only 
authorized  the  Circuit  Courts  to  proceed  by  way  of  preventing  and 
restraining  violations  of  the  act  in  respect  of  contracts,  oomhlnations, 
or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  interstate  or  international  trade  or 
commerce." 

It  is  dear  that  the  court  recognized  that  tbe  business  of 
the  defendants,  though  manufacturing,  did  incidentally,  and 
not  directly,  embrace  interstate  commerce.  If  Una  fact  suf- 
ficed to  bring  them  within  the  Sherman  Act,  then  almost 
every  occupation  may  be  regulated  by  Congress.  The  die* 
senting  opinion  of  Harlan,  J.,  proceeded  principally  upon 
the  theory  Uiat  the  cambinatioa  wae  necessarily  one  relating 
to  the  sale  of  goods,  and  raised  every  objection  now  relied 
upon  by  the  government  to  the  oonduaioB  of  the  court. 
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The  majority  of  the  court  think  that  subsequent  decisions, 
especially  Loewe  v.  Lanvlor,  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301, 
52  L.  Ed.  488,  have  impliedly  overruled  the  Knight  case. 
In  no  subsequent  decision  has  it  been  expressly  qualified, 
and  in  the  Loewe  case  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  delivering  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  said  at  page  279  of  208  U.  S., 
and  page  304  of  28  Sup.  Ct  (52  L.  Ed.  488) : 

"  We  do  not  pause  to  comment  on  such  cases  as  United  States  v. 
Knight,  156  U.  S.  1,  15  Sap.  Ct  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325 ;  Hopkins  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  578,  19  Sup.  Ct.  40,  43  L.  Ed.  290 ;  and  Anderson  v. 
United  States,  171  U.  S.  004,  19  Snp.  Ct.  50,  43  L.  Ed.  300,  in  which 
the  undisputed  facts  showed  that  the  purpose  of  the  agreement  was 
not  to  obstruct  or  restrain  Interstate  commerce.  The  object  and  in- 
tent of  the  combination  determined  its  legality." 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  Loewe  case 
must  have  been  held  by  the  court  to  have  been  directly  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce,  or  otherwise  the  demurrer 
would  not  have  been  overruled,  and,  if  they  were  directly 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  the  defendants  in  the  Knight 
case  must  have  been  so  also;  the  only  difference  being  that 
one  manufactured  sugar  and  the  other  manufactur[726]ed 
hats.  But  one  need  not  be  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
at  all  to  get  the  benefit  of  the  Sherman  Act.  Section  7  au- 
thorizes "  any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or 
property  "  by  a  violation  of  the  act  to  bring  just  such  a  suit 
as  Loewe  brought  Although  the  plaintiffs,  as  manufac- 
turers, might  not  have  been  engaged  in  business  which  would 
bring  them  within  the  operation  of  the  Sherman  Act,  still 
a  combination  of  third  parties  to  restrain  a  part  of  their 
business  incidentally  embraced  in  interstate  commerce  might 
well  bring  that  combination  within  the  operation  of  the  act. 
The  decision  in  the  Loewe  case  was  unanimous,  and,  ex- 
pressly approving  the  Knight  case^  proceeded  upon  the 
ground  that  the  defendants'  combination  necessarily  and  di- 
rectly restrained  the  purchases  and  sales  of  hats  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  citizens  of  other  states.  Chief  Justice 
Fuller  delivered  the  opinion  in  both  cases.  Three  of  the  jus- 
tices who  were  of  the  majority  in  the  Knight  case  concurred 
in  the  Loewe  case^  arid  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  they 
were  overruling  the  Knight  case  by  implication. 
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I  think  it  conclusiye  in  this  case.  If  it  be  said  this  con- 
clusion would  leave  great  evils  without  correction,  the  answer 
is  they  may  be  corrected  by  the  states  or  in  the  territories  by 
the  United  States,  because  they  can  prevent  monopolies  and 
combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  within  their  own  borders, 
whether  carried  on  by  their  own  citizens  or  by  others. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  Knight  ease  does  not  apply, 
are  the  defendants  within  the  prohibition  of  the  first  section 
of  the  Sherman  Act?  Undoubtedly  the  original  American 
Tobacco  Company  and  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company 
(both  of  which  have  ceased  to  exist)  and  the  American  Snuff 
Company  and  the  American  Cigar  Company  were  combina- 
tions of  independent  concerns;  but  every  combination  is 
obviously  not  within  the  act  The  prohibition  is  against 
combinations  whose  purpose  is  to  restrain  trade.  Such  a 
combination  is  within  the  act,  even  if  it  fail  to  do  so ;  while 
one  whose  purpose  is  not  to  restrain  trade  is  not  within  the  act, 
even  if  it  incidentally  does  so.  Intention  is  of  prime  im- 
portance, because  the  acts  prohibited  are  made  crimes.  So 
far  as  the  volume  of  trade  in  tobacco  is  concerned,  the  proofs 
show  that  it  has  enormously  increased  from  the  raw  mate- 
rial to  the  manufactured  product  since  the  combinations, 
and,  so  far  as  the  price  of  the  product  is  concerned,  that  it 
has  not  been  increased  to  the  consumer  and  has  varied  only 
as  the  price  of  the  raw  material  of  leaf  tobacco  has  varied. 

The  purpose  of  the  combinations  was  not  to  restrain  trade 
or  prevent  competition,  although  competition  was  incident- 
ally prevented,  but,  by  intelligent  economies,  to  increase  the 
volume  and  the  profits  of  the  business  in  which  the  parties 
were  engaged.  No  agreements  were  entered  into,  as  in  many 
of  the  decided  cases,  that  operated  directly  on  interstate  com- 
merce through  common  carriers  by  maintaining  rates  or  pre- 
venting competition,  like  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri 
Freight  Association,  166  U.  S.  290, 17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  Ed. 
1007,  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association,  171  U.  S. 
605,  19  Sup.  Ct.  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259,  and  Northern  Securities 
Co.  V.  United  States  193  U.  S.  197, 24  Sup.  Ct.  436, 48  L.  Ed. 
679,  or  which  limited  output  of   [727]   manufacturers  or 
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regulated  the  prices  at  or  the  territory  within  which  their 
output  should  be  sold  throughout  the  United  States,  as  in 
Addystan  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S.  211, 
20  Sup.  Ct  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  MotUague  A  Co.  v.  Lowrey, 
193  U.  S.  88^  24  Sup.  Ct  807, 48  L.  Ed.  608,  and  Swift  <&  Go. 
V.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  25  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed. 
518,  or  whidi  sought  to  prevent  anj  interstate  commerce  at 
all  in  the  goods  in  question,  as  in  Loewe  v.  Lawlor,  208  U.  S. 
274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488. 

The  case  of  Shawnee  Compress  Co.  v.  Anderson,  209  U.  S. 
428,  28  Sup.  Ct.  572,  52  L.  Ed.  865,  on  which  the  government 
relies,  throws  little  light  on  the  one  under  consideration.  It 
was  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma,  which  court  found  as  a  fact  that  the  lease  in  ques^- 
tion  was  made  in  aid  of  a  conspiracy  to  suppress  competi- 
tion and  secure  a  monopoly.  There  is  nothing  to  show 
whether  the  court  was  relying  upon  the  common  law,  the 
trust  act  of  the  territory,  or  the  Sherman  Act  The  Supreme 
Court  felt  itself  confined  to  determining  whether  there  was 
evidence  to  support  the  conclusion  of  the  territorial  coui't, 
and,  finding  that  there  was,  affirmed  the  decree,  Mr.  Justice 
McKenna  said,  referring  to  the  trial  court : 

"The  court  further  said  that  It  found  'ample  authority  in  the 
record  for  that  action/  and,  following  the  rule  '  often  reiterated/  tb<» 
court  farther  said  '  it  must  h<4d  that,  where  a  record  contains  aoiae 
evidence  to  support  the  finding  of  the  trial  court/  the  judgment  wll! 
not  be  disturbed.  The  ruling  sustaining  the  power  of  the  Shawne<^ 
Company  to  execute  the  lease  is  attacked  by  appellees,  but  we  do  not 
And  it  necessary  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it,  on  account  of  the  view 
we  entertain  of  the  second  proposition.  In  passing  on  the  second  prop- 
osition the  Supreme  Ckiurt  decided  adversely  to  tlie  view  taken  by  the 
trial  court.  The  court,  therefore,  must  either  liave  conceded  that 
there  was  not  some  evidence  supporting  the  conclusions  of  ftet  of  the 
trial  court,  or  must  have  deemed  the  principles  of  law  which  the  trial 
court  upheld  were  not  sustained  by  Its  conclusions  of  fact.  As  our 
view  In  the  nature  of  things  is  confined  to  determining  whether  the 
court  below  erred,  it  foUows  that  our  reviewing  power  under  the  cir- 
cumstances is  coincldsnt  with  the  authority  to  review  pooeeoocd  by  the 
court  below,  and  therefore  we  are  confined,  as  was  the  court  below, 
to  determining  whether  there  was  some  evidence  supporting  the  find- 
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ings,  and  whether  the  fiicts  fouad  were  adequate  to  anstaki  the  legal 
conclusiouB.  Southern  Lumber  Co.  y.  Ward,  208  U.  8. 126,  28  Sup.  Ct 
239,  52  L.  Ed.  420." 

It  remains  to  inquire  whether  the  American  Tobaooo  Com- 
pany and  its  controlled  companies  constitute  a  monopoly  of 
or  attempt  to  monopolize  a  part  of  the  foreign  commerce  or 
commerce  between  the  states  under  the  second  section  of  the 
Sherman  Act  As  this  section  prohibits  a  monopoly  of  or  an 
attempt  to  monopolize  any  part  of  such  commerce,  it  cannot 
be  literally  construed.  So  applied,  the  act  would  prohibit 
commerce  altogether.  The  first  and  second  sections  must  be 
read  together,  and  I  think  mean  the  same  thing;  the  second 
adding  nothing  except  to  extend  the  prohibition  to  indi- 
viduals who,  without  combination,  monopolize  or  attempt  to 
monopolize.  It  must  be  understood  to  prohibit  monopolies 
or  attempts  to  monopolize  brought  about  by  the  unlawful 
means  contemplated  in  the  first  section,  viz.,  the  purpose  to 
restrain  trade  by  preventing  competition  and  preventing 
others  from  participating  in  it.  The  third  section  of  the  act 
bears  out  this  [728]  construction,  because  it  does  not  mention 
monopolies  or  attempts  to  monopolize  in  the  territories  or 
District  of  Columbia,  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  is  supreme  in  all  things,  and  it  can  hardly  be  that  Con- 
gress intended  to  declare  innocent  acts  committed  within 
them  which  it  pronounces  crimes  if  committed  in  the  states. 

The  purposes  of  the  defendants  should  not  be  made  to  de- 
pend upon  occasional  illegal  or  oppressive  acts  or  letters,  bui 
must  be  collected  from  their  conduct  as  a  whole.  A  perusal 
of  the  record  satisfies  me  that  their  purposes  and  conduct 
were  not  illegal  or  oppressive,  but  that  they  strove,  as  every 
business  man  strives,  to  increase  their  business,  and  that  their 
great  success  is  a  natural  growth  resulting  from  industry,  in- 
telligence, and  economy,  doubtless  largely  helped  by  the  vol- 
ume of  business  done  and  the  great  capital  at  command. 

For  these  reasons,  without  considering  others  discussed  by 
counsel,  I  think  the  bill  should  be  dismissed.  For  final  de- 
cree see  164  Fed.  1024. 
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UNITED  STATES  v.  AMERICAN  TOBACCO  CO. 

ET  AL. 

(Circait  Oourt,  S.  D.  New  York.    December  IS,  1908). 

(164  Fed.  Rep.,  1024.) 

The  following  is  the  substance  of  the  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  in  the  above  entitled  case : 

Second.  That  the  defendants,  other  than  those  against 
whom  the  petition  is  dismissed,  have  heretofore  entered  into 
and  are  now  parties  to  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states  and  with  foreign 
nations  in  leaf  tobacco,  products  manufactured  therefrom, 
and  articles  necessary  or  useful  in  connection  therewith,  in 
violation  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1890,  en- 
titled ''An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlaw- 
ful restraints  and  monopolies."  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c  647, 
26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  p.  3200]).  Wherefore,  said 
defendants  and  each  of  them,  their  officers,  agents,  directors, 
servants,  and  employees,  are  hereby  restrained  and  enjoined 
from  directly  or  indirectly  doing  any  act  or  thing  whatsoever 
in  furtherance  of  the  objects  and  purposes  of  said  combina- 
tions and  from  continuing  as  parties  thereto. 

Third.  That  each  of  the  defendants,  the  American  To- 
bacco Company,  American  Snuff  Company,  American  Cigar 
Company,  American  Stogie  Company,  and  MacAndrews  & 
Forbes  Company,  constitutes  and  is  itself  a  combination  in 
violation  of  said  act  of  Congress.  Wherefore,  defendants 
the  American  Tobacco  Company,  American  Snuff  Company, 
American  Cigar  Company,  American  Stogie  Company,  and 
MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company,  together  with  the  ofScers, 
directors,  agents,  and  employees  of  each  of  them,  are  each 
and  all  hereby  restrained  and  enjoined  from  further  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  engaging  in  interstate  or  foreign  trade 
and  commerce  in  leaf  tobacco,  or  the  products  manufactured 
therefrom,  or  articles  necessary  or  useful  in  connection  there- 
with; but,  if  any  of  said  last-named  defendants  can  here- 
after affirmatively  show  the  restoration  of  reasonably  com- 
petitive conditions,  such  defendants  may  apply  to  this  court 
for  a  modification,  suspension,  or  dissolution  of  the  injunc- 
tion herein  granted  a&rainf^  it. 
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Fourth.  The  American  Tobacco  Company  has  acquired 
and  now  holds  and  claims  to  own  some  or  all  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  following  corporations,  defendants  herein :  F.  F. 
Adams  Tobacco  Company,  etc  The  American  Tobacco, 
Company  also  claims  to  own  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  defendant  corporation  B.  R  Richardson,  Jr.,  &  Co., 
Incorporated.  The  American  Snuff  Company  has  acquired 
and  now  holds  and  claims  to  own  some  or  all  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  following  corporations  named  as  defendants 
herein:  American  Cigar  Company,  etc.  The  American 
Cigar  Company  has  acquired  and  now  holds  and  claims  to 
own  some  or  all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  following  cor- 
porations named  as  defendants  herein:  Amsterdam  Supply 
Company,  etc.  P.  Lorillard  Company  has  acquired  and  now 
holds  and  claims  to  own  some  or  all  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  following  corporations,  defendants  herein:  American 
Snuff  Company  and  Amsterdam  Supply  Company.  R.  J. 
Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  has  acquired  and  now  holds 
and  claims  to  own  some  or  all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
following  corporations,  defendants  herein :  Amsterdam  Sup- 
ply Company,  Liipfert-Scales  Company,  and  MacAndrews  & 
Forbes  Company.  Blackwell's  Durham  Tobacco  Company 
has  acquired  and  now  holds  and  claims  to  own  some  or  all 
of  the  capital  stock  of  the  following  corporations,  defendants 
herein:  Amsterdam  Supply  Company,  F.  R.  Penn  Tobacco 
Company,  Scotton-Dillon  Company,  and  Wells- Whitehead 
Tobacco  Company.  Conley  Foil  Company  has  acquired  and 
now  holds  and  claims  to  own  some  or  all  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  defendant  Johnson  Tin  Foil  &  Metal  Company. 
Wherefore  each  and  all  of  defendants,  the  American  To- 
bacco Company,  and  American  Snuff  Company,  the  Amer- 
ican Cigar  Company,  P.  Lorillard  Company,  R.  J.  Reynolds 
Tobacco  Company,  Blackwell's  Durham  Tobacco  Company, 
and  Conley  Foil  Company,  their  officers,  directors,  agents, 
servants,  and  employees,  are  hereby  restrained  and  enjoined 
from  acquiring,  by  conveyance  or  otherwise,  the  plant  or 
business  of  any  such  corporation  wherein  any  one  of  them 
now  holds  or  owns  stock ;  and  each  and  all  of  said  defendant 
corporations  so  holding  stock  in  other  corporations  as  above 
specified,  their  officers,  directors,  agents,  servants,  and  em« 
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ployees,  are  further  enjoined  from  voting  or  attempting  to 
vote  said  stock  at  any  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the 
corporations  issuing  the  same,  and  from  exercisiBg  or  at- 
tempting to  exercise  any  control,  direction,  supervision^  or 
influence  whatsoever  over  the  acts  and  doings  of  such  cor- 
poration. And  it  is  further  ordered  and  decreed  that  each 
and  every  of  the  defendant  corporations  the  stock  of  which 
is  held  by  any  other  defendant  corporation  as  hereinbefore 
shown,  their  officers,  directors,  servants,  and  agents  be,  and 
they  are  hereby,  respectively  and  collectively  restrained  and 
enjoined  from  permitting  the  stock  so  held  to  be  voted  by 
any  other  defendant  holding  or  claiming  to  own  the  same, 
or  by  its  attorneys  or  agents,  at  any  corporate  election  for 
directors  or  officers,  and  from  permitting  or  suffering  any 
other  defendant  corporation  claiming  to  own  or  hold  stock 
therein,  or  its  officers  or  agents,  to  exercise  any  c<mtrol  what- 
soever over  its  corporate  acts. 


18031     DR.  MILES  MEDICAL  CO.  v.  JOHN  D.  PARK 

&  SONS  C0.« 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit.    September  10,  1906.) 

[164  Fed.  Rep.,  803.] 

Monopolies  (§  17) — Contracts  in  Restraint  of  Trade — Sale  or 
I^ROPRiETARY  MEDICINE. — ^A  systeiu  of  coDtracts  between  the  manu- 
fncturer  of  a  proprietary  medicine  made  In  accordance  with  a  secret 
formula  but  unpatented  and  all  dealers  authorlssed  by  it  to  tiandle 
such  medicine,  wbether  regarded  as  contracts  of  sale  or  agency,  by 
which  Jobbers  are  prohibited  from  selling  to  any  except  retailers 
licensed  by  such  manufacturer,  and  retailers  are  prohibited  from 
selling  to  any  save  those  licensed  to  buy  or  to  persona  buying  for 
consumption  only,  and  neither  jobber  nor  retailer  Is  permitted  to  aell 
except  at  prices  Imposed  by  the  manufacturer,  the  purpose  and  effect 
being  to  maintain  prices  by  preventing  competition  in  price  between 
either  jobbers  or  retailers,  where  It  affects  interstate  sales  Is  iUegsl 
both  at  common  law  and  under  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July 

<  For  opinion  of  Supreme  Court,  afBnaing  judgment  (220  XT.  8.,  378), 
see  TOL  4»  p.  !• 
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2, 1890,  c  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Ck)mp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  as  in  re- 
straint of  trade." 

[Ed.  Note. — For  otlier  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  S  13;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  17.] 
Salbs  (§  7) — CoNTSACTs — CoNSTBUCTioN — Sale  OF  BAILMENT. — Con- 
tracts between  tbe  manufacturer  of  a  proprietary  medicine  and  job- 
bers dealing  in  the  same  whicb  purport  to  be  consignment  contracts 
and  to  make  tbe  Jobbers  agents  for  the  manufacturer  and  provide 
that  title  to  the  goods  shall  remain  in  the  manufacturer  until  they 
are  sold  by  the  Jobber  to  purchasers  whom  it  has  licensed  to  buy  the 
same  and  at  prices  fixed  by  it,  but  which  obligate  the  Jobbers  to 
pay  a  fixed  price  for  the  medicine  without  the  right  to  return  it  and 
under  which  the  title  is  retained  even  after  the  price  has  been  paid 
or  ''advanced,"  are  mere  subterfuges  to  disguise  purchasers  in  the 
mask  of  agency  and  to  evade  the  law  which  would  make  open  con- 
tracts of  sale  with  the  same  retrictions  upon  resale  illegal  as  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  are  in  fact  contracts  of  sale  and  not  of  agency. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Sales,  Cent.  Dig.  §§  16,  17;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  7.) 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Kentucky. 

This  is  a  bill  by  manufacturers  of  proprietary  medicines  who  put 
them  upon  the  market  under  a  sytem  of  contracts  intended  to  n^aiu- 
tain  the  prices  fixed  by  them.  There  are  two  forms  of  these  contracts, 
one  with  wholesalers  and  another  with  retailers.  Like  contracts,  it 
is  claimed,  have  been  made  and  signed  by  nearly  all  Jobbers  and  re- 
tailers in  the  United  States  who  deal  in  such  goods.  These  contracts 
are  set  out  at  the  close  of  the  opinion. 

The  defendant  company  refuses  to  enter  into  any  such  agreement, 
and,  according  to  the  averment  of  the  bill,  illegally  induces  persons 
who  have  to  violate  their  contracts  by  selling  to  him  though  unau- 
thorized to  buy  and  at  prices  below  those  which  such  persons  are  re- 
quired to  exact.  It  is  also  averred  that  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
the  seller  from  the  consequences  of  a  breach  of  contract  the  defendant 
company  defaces  the  carton  inclosing  the  medicine  and  destroys  the 
evidence  thereon  or  thereto  attached  by  which,  through  a  serial  num- 
ber, complainant  might  trace  the  seller  who  breached  the  contract 
In  addition,  it  is  charged  that  defendant  sells  to  retailers  who  carry 
on  a  "cut  rate"  business,  who  in  turn  retail  to  consumers  at  rates 
less  than  those  at  which  complainant  requires  all  retailers  to  exact 
from  persons  buying  for  use.  The  bill  in  all  its  important  averments 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  complainant  carries  on  Its  business  and 
the  advantages  of  such  method  and  the  evils  of  the  **  cut  rate  "  bnsi- 
nem  in  such  goods,  as  weU  as  its  averments  as  [804]  to  the  knowledge 
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of  the  system  possessed  by  the  defendant,  are  substantially  Identical 
with  the  averments  of  the  bill  under  consideration  by  this  court  in 
Jno,  D.  Park  d  Bona  Co.  v.  Hartman,  153  Fed.  24,  82  C.  C.  A.  158,  12 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135.  In  the  Hartman  system  of  contracts,  the  con- 
tract between  Hartman  and  the  Jobber  was  confessedly  one  of  sale; 
under  the  Dr.  Miles  system,  it  Is  claimed,  it  is  one  of  consignment  or 
agency  and  not  sale.  With  this  distinction,  If  it  exist,  the  opinion  in 
the  Hartmnn  case  may  be  referred  to  for  a  more  detailed  statement  of 
the  evils  of  the  competitive  or  "  cut  rate  "  system  and  the  advantages 
of  the  one  price  or  noncompetitive  plan  which  the  complainant  seeks 
to  bring  about  by  the  system  of  contracts  here  involved. 

The  acts  and  conduct  against  which  complainant  seeks  relief  are 
Identically  the  conduct  complained  of  in  the  Hartman  case,  and  the 
opinion  in  that  case  may  be  referred  to  for  a  more  detailed  statement 
of  the  case  here  made  for  relief.  A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  sustained 
upon  the  authority  of  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  Hartman  case. 

Frank  F.  Reed   {Edward  8.  Rogers  and  Frederick  W, 
H inkle ^  on  the  brief),  for  appellant. 
William  /.  Shroder^  for  appellee. 

Before  Lukton,  Sevesens,  and  Bichabds,  Circuit  Judges. 

LuRTON,  Circuit  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above). 

We  see  no  substantial  difference  between  the  systems  of 
contracts  under  which  the  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  is 
now  conducting  its  business  and  that  under  which  Dr.  Hart- 
man carried  on  his  business  as  a  manufacturer  of  Peruna, 
c(msidered  by  this  court  at  length  in  the  case  of  Jno.  Z>.  Park 
(6  Sons  V.  Hartman,  153  Fed.  24,  82  C.  C.  A.  158, 12  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1135.  That  case  is  pending,  undecided,  in  the  Su- 
preme Court.  The  complainant's  very  learned  counsel  was 
the  counsel  for  Hartman  in  that  case,  and  both  systems  of 
contracts  are  most  probably  the  fruit  of  his  acknowledged 
skill  in  respect  to  this  class  of  business  arrangements.  No 
difference  whatever  is  suggested  between  the  system  of  con- 
tracts considered  in  that  case  and  those  here  presented,  ex- 
cept, it  is  claimed,  that  the  agreement  with  jobbers  and 
wholesale  dealers  here  involved  is  one  of  bailment  or  agency 
and  not  one  of  sale  as  in  the  Hartman  case.  If  this  were  ad- 
mitted, it  does  not,  in  our  judgment,  operate  to  legalize  the 
"system"  of  which  that  agreement  is  but  one  part.    The 
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effect  of  that  contract  with  jobbers,  whether  it  be  regarded 
as  one  of  sale  or  of  agency,  is  to  restrain  jobbers  from  selling 
to  any  save  retailers  licensed  by  complainant,  and  to  restrain 
retailers  from  selling  for  resale  to  any  save  those  licensed  to 
buy  or  to  persms  who  buy  for  consumption  only,  and  to  none, 
by  either  jobber  or  retailer,  except  at  a  price  imposed  by  the 
manufacturer.  The  confessed  object  of  this  plan  or  system 
is  to  obtain  a  price  to  the  jobber  and  to  the  retailer  unaffected 
by  any  competition  between  them.  The  scheme  is  one  to 
enhance  or  maintain  prices  by  eliminating  all  possibility  of 
competing  rates  between  either  jobbers  or  retailers,  and  ih 
quite  as  effectual  in  its  results  as  if  the  contract  with  the 
jobber  was  plainly  one  of  sale. 

But  we  are  not  disposed  to  concede  that  the  contracts  with 
jobbers  are  contracts  of  bailment.  There  are  too  many  fea- 
tures which  seem  inconsistent  with  a  mere  agency  or  commis- 
sion agreement.  All  the  responsibility  of  an  owner  seems 
cast  upon  the  so-called  ^^  consignee."  He  is  not  given  the 
right  to  return  goods  unsold ;  that  can  be  done  only  upon  the 
cancellation  of  the  contract  and  demand  for  return.  The 
[806]  retention  of  title  for  the  security  of  the  price  would 
after  all  make  the  contract  one  of  conditional  sale,  and  the 
jobber  would  still  be  the  general  owner  and  responsible  as 
such.  Curiously  enough,  the  actual  payment  of  the  price  at 
which  the  consignment  is  billed  is  not  to  affect  the  title;  it  is 
still,  under  the  contract,  to  remain  with  the  so-called  '^  con- 
signor." Yet  the  heavy  inducement  of  5  per  cent  upon  a  very 
close  class  of  goods  is  held  out  to  induce  a  payment  in  ad- 
vance of  sales.  It  is  difficult  to  believe,  whatever  the  techni- 
cal relation  of  the  parties  under  such  an  agreement,  and 
whatever  the  belief  each  may  have  had  as  to  his  relation  to 
the  other,  that  such  jobbers  were  not  in  fact  and  law  the  gen- 
eral owners  of  goods  so  '^  consigned,"  and  engaged  in  selling 
for  themselves  and  not  as  the  mere  agents,  del  credere  or 
otherwise,  of  the  complainant.  The  scheme  seems  to  be  an 
effort  to  disguise  the  wholesale  dealers,  in  the  mask  of  agency 
upon  the  theory  that  in  that  character  one  link  in  the  sys- 
tem for  the  suppression  of  the  "  cut  rate  "  business  might  be 
regarded  as  valid.  Hardly  any  two  contracts  raising  the 
question  of  sale  or  agency  are  so  near  alike  as  to  make  an 
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opinion  construing  one  an  authority  in  another.  It  matters 
little  what  the  parties  call  such  agreements.  Whether  the 
result  is.  JL  sale  or  an  agency  must  depend  upon  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  the  instrument  as  a  whole.  Looking  at  this 
agreement  thus,  we  think  the  jobber  must  be  regarded  as  the 
general  owner  and  engaged  in  selling  for  himself  and  not  as 
a  mere  agent  of  another.  True,  he  must  sell,  if  this  system  of 
doing  business  is  valid  and  enforceable,  as  he  obligates  him- 
self to  do,  but  nevertheless  he  is  selling  for  himself  and  upon 
his  own  account  and  risk.  Coweta  FertUiser  Co,  v.  Brown 
(decided  at  this  term,  and  cases  therein  cited)  163  Fed.  162; 
Ex  parte  White^  L.  R.  1870,  6  Ch.  App.  Cases;  Mack  v. 
Drummond  Tobacco  Co.^  48  Neb.  397,  67  N.  W.  174,  58  Am. 
St  Rep.  691 ;  Peoria  Co.  v.  Lyons,  153  111.  427,  88  N.  E.  661  ; 
Arbuckle  v.  Kirkpatrick,  98  Tenn.  221, 39  S.  W.  3, 36  L.  B.  A. 
285,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  854. 

This  case  must,  after  all,  turn  upon  whether  there  is  such 
identity  of  character  between  the  statutory  monopoly  of 
articles  made  under  a  valid  patent  or  copyright  and  articles 
made  according  to  some  private  formula  as  to  exempt  them 
from  the  principles  which  apply  to  contracts  which  tend  to 
create  a  monopoly  or  restrain  trade  when  the  subject  is  an 
article  not  made  under  a  patent  or  copyright  or  secret  for- 
mula. A  distinction  exists  between  the  extent  of  the  pro- 
tection granted  by  the  patent  and  copyright  statutes,  and  the 
copyright  statute  has  been  held  ^^  not  to  create  the  right  to 
impose,  by  notice,  a  limitation  at  which  a  ho€k  shall  be  sold 
at  retail  by  future  purchasers,  with  whom  there  is  no  privity 
of  contract."  Bobbs-MerrUl  Co.  v.  Straus  (decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  June  1,  1908)  210  U.  &  339,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
722,  52  L.  Ed.  1086.  This  distinction  has  been  drawn  since 
the  decision  of  the  cases  we  refer  to,  and  since  the  decision 
of  the  Hartman  case  above  referred  to.  There  are  decisions 
by  most  respectable  courts  which  hold  that  articles,  such  as 
proprietary  medicines,  are  outside  of  all  rules  and  statutes 
which  forbid  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  because  they  are 
made  under  a  secret  formula.  Some,  if  not  most,  of  these  de- 
cisions have  been  made  in  cases  in  which  the  Dr.  Miles  Med- 
ical Company  has  been  a  party.  They  are  cited  and  com- 
mented [806]  upon  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Jno.  D.  Park 
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d  JSona  v.  Hartman,  158  Fed.  24,  34,  82  C.  C.  A.  158,  12 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1135.  They  go  upon  the  conceded  fact  that 
a  trade  secret  or  medical  formula  is  a  monopoly  until  discov- 
ered by  fair  means,  and  will  be  protected  against  abuse  by 
one  who  learns  it  under  a  contract  limiting  its  use  or  in  the 
confidence  of  an  employment.  They  do  not  obserre  any  dis- 
tinction between  the  necessaiy  monopoly  of  the  secret  itself 
and  the  unnecessaiy  monopoly  of  the  articles  made  accord- 
ing to  the  secret  process  and  offered  for  sale  and  resale  to  the 
consuming  public  Neither  do  those  decisions  recognize  any 
distinction  between  the  statutory  monopoly  accorded  to  arti- 
cles protected  by  a  patent  or  copyright  and  those  made  under 
such  private  formulas.  The  argument  in  support  of  this  re- 
sult is  epitomized  in  all  the  cases  referred  to,  but  may  be 
seen  in  full  in  the  opinion  of  Colt,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  styled 
''Dr.  Miles  Medical  Co.  v.  Jaynes  Drug  Co:'  (C.  C.)  149 
Fed.  838.  The  same  argument  was  presented  by  the  counsel 
now  representing  the  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  in  the 
case  decided  by  this  court  of  Jno.  D.  Park  dk  Sons  Go.  v. 
Hartman,  158  Fed.  24,  82  C.  C.  A.  158,  12  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1135,  and  again  presented  with  elaboration  in  the  present 
case.  In  the  case  referred  to,  we  reached  with  unanimity  the 
conclusion  that  no  legal,  economic,  or  moral  reason  existed 
for  regarding  contracts  in  respect  to  the  vast  and  ever-in- 
creasing commerce  in  proprietary  medicines  as  either  out- 
side of  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied  by  the  federal 
statute  against  monopolies  or  the  rules  of  the  common  law, 
or  within  the  statutory  protection  afforded  by  the  patent 
and  copyright  statutes.  Any  other  conclusion  would  be  to 
sanction  a  monopoly  in  that  class  of  goods  vastly  more  far- 
reaching  than  the  monopoly  extended  upon  high  grounds 
of  public  policy  to  the  inventor.  The  statutory  monopoly 
has  a  limitation  of  a  few  years.  To  obtain  it  the  inventor 
must  put  on  record  his  invention.  At  the  end  of  the  term  the 
public  will  be  free  to  employ  the  discovery  without  the  bur- 
den theretofore  imposed  as  a  compensation  to  the  inventor. 
Not  so  with  the  monopoly  asked  for  by  those  who  control 
the  enormous  proprietary  trade  of  this  country.  Their 
monopoly  will  go  on  forever,  and,  if  there  be  merit  in  their 

10870'— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 SL 
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formula,  they  may  not  only  preserve  it  through  all  time,  but 
continue  to  restrain  prices  and  prevent  competition  in  the 
sale  of  the  product  It  is  said  that  the  proprietor  of  such  a 
secret  remedy  need  never  communicate  his  formula.  Con- 
cede  this.  To  say  that  he  need  never  compound  his  medicine, 
and  that,  if  he  does,  he  need  not  sell  it  unless  he  chooses,  is 
undoubtedly  true.  But  as  much  may  be  said  about  any  arti- 
cle which  the  producer  may  choose  to  make  or  not  to  make, 
sell  or  not  sell,  as  he  wills.  So  much  pertains  inherently  to 
the  natural  freed<»n  of  man  in  respect  to  his  own  actions. 
But  if  he  elects  to  make  and  sell  a  product  according  to  his 
formula,  a  public  interest  is  affected  if  he  be  permitted  to 
restrain  freedom  of  trade  in  the  article  when  it  has  once 
passed  under  the  dominion  of  a  buyer.  A  free  right  of 
ali^iation  is  an  incident  to  the  general  right  of  property  in 
articles  which  pass  from  hand  to  hand  in  the  commerce  of 
the  world.  Coke  on  Littleton,  §360.  The  mere  fact  that 
one  article  or  class  of  articles  is  made  under  an  unknown 
and  private  formula  and  another  class  is  not  is  an  undeniable 
fact  which  may  serve  for  some  purposes  to  differentiate  them. 
But  [807]  that  single  fact  does  not  afford  an  economic 
reason,  and  still  less  a  legal  reason,  for  saying  that  it  oper- 
ates to  exempt  sudi  articles  from  rules  against  unlawful 
restraints  of  trade. 

We  need  not  repeat  the  argument  by  which  we  readied 
the  conclusion  that  the  system  of  contracts  which  Hartman 
sought  to  enforce  through  the  injunctive  power  of  a  oourt 
of  equity  was  obnoxious  not  only  to  the  statute  of  Congress 
against  restraints  and  monopolies  in  respect  of  interstate 
trade  but  inimical  also  to  the  reasonable  restraints  whidi 
at  common  law  may  be  imposed  as  ancillary  to  a  principal 
contract.  All  that  we  said  in  respect  to  the  Hartman  83^- 
tern  is  applicable  here.  The  case  falls  directly  within  the 
reasoning  and  decision  of  that  case  in  respect  to  every  aspect 
of  the  question,  and  the  decree  sustaining  the  demurrer  inter* 
posed  by  the  appellees  must  be  affirmed. 


« 


CoDSigniiMDt  Contract    Wholesale.    The  Dr.  Miles  ModUfial  Gonpany. 


''Thill  agreement  made  by  and  between  the  Dr.  Miles  Medical 
Company,  a  corporation,  of  Elkhart,  Indiana,  hereinafter  ref^red  to 
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as  the  proprtetar  and hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  con- 
signee, wltnesseth: 

''That  the  said  proprietor  hereby  appoints  said  consignee  one  of 
its  wholesale  dlstrlhnthig  agents,  and  agrees  to  consign  to  sneh  eon- 
sigsee  for  sale  for  the  acooant  of  said  proprietor  such  goods  of  its 
mannfhetvife  as  the  proprietor  may  deem  necessary,  the  title  thereto 
and  property  therein  to  he  and  remain  In  the  proprietor  absolutely 
ontB  sold  mder  and  in  accordance  with  the  prorlslons  hereof,  and 
all  tmeold  goods  to  he  immediately  returned  to  said  proprietor  on 
demand  and  the  cancellation  of  this  agreement  Said  goods  to  be 
Invoiced  to  consignee  at  the  following  prices : 

"Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  is  fl.OO;  9800  per  dosen. 

''Medicines  (if  any)  of  which  the  retail  price  is  60  cents;  94-00 
per  doses. 

"Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  is  25  cents;  92.00  per  doasen. 

"Freight  on  all  orders,  the  Invoice  price  of  which  amounts  to 
9100.<N)  or  more,  to  be  prepaid  by  the  proprietor;  otherwise,  freight 
to  be  paid  by  consignee. 

**  Said  consignee  agrees  to  confine  the  sale  of  all  goods  and  products 
of  the  said  proprietor  strictly  to  and  to  sell  only  to  the  designated 
retail  agents  of  said  proprietor  as  specified  In  lists  of  such  retail 
agents  furnished  by  said  proprietor  and  alterable  at  the  will  of  said 
proprietor,  and  to  faithfully  and  promptly  account  and  pay  to  the 
proprietor  the  proceeds  of  all  sales,  after  deducting  as  full  com- 
pensation for  all  services,  charges  and  disbursements  a  commission 
of  ten  per  cent  of  the  invoice  value,  and  a  further  commission  of 
five  per  cent  on  the  net  amount  of  each  consignment,  after  deducting 
the  said  ten  per  cent  commission,  on  all  advances  on  account  re- 
mitted within  ten  days  from  date  of  any  consignment,  it  being  agreed 
between  the  parties  hereto  that  such  advances  shall  in  no  manner 
affect  the  title  to  such  goods,  which  title  shall  remain  in  the  pro- 
prietor as  if  no  such  advances  had  been  made;  provided  that  such 
advances  shall  be  repaid  to  said  consignee  should  the  said  proprietor 
terminate  this  agreement  and  the  return  of  any  unsold  goods  on 
whiclh  advances  have  been  made.  Said  consignee  guarantees  the 
payment  for  all  goods  sold  under  this  agreement  and  agrees  to  render 
a  fun  account  and  remit  the  net  proceeds  on  the  first  day  of  each 
month  of  and  for  the  sales  of  the  month  preceding.  Failure  to  make 
such  accounting  and  remittance  within  ten  days  from  the  first  of 
each  month  Aall  render  the  whole  account  payable  and  subject  to 
draft,  but  the  proceeds  of  such  draft  shall  not  affect  the  title  of  any 
unsold  goods  which  shall  remain  in  the  proprietor  until  actually 
sold,  as  herein  provided. 

"  It  is  further  agreed  that  the  consignee  shall  furnish  the  proprietor 
from  time  to  time  upon  demand  full  statements  of  the  stock  of  goods 
of  the  proprietor  on  hand  on  any  date  specified  and  that  a  failure  to 
famish  such  statements  within  ten  days  from  date  of  such  demand 
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shall  be  a  sufficient  cause  for  the  cancellation  of  this  agreement,  and 
a  demand  for  the  return  of  the  consigned  goods. 

[808]  "It  is  further  agreed  that  the  proprietor  will  canae  each 
retail  package  of  its  goods  to  be  identified  by  a  number  and  said  con- 
signee hereby  agrees  to  furnish  the  said  proprietor  full  reports  upon 
proper  cards  or  blanks  furnished  by  said  proprietor  of  the  disposition 
of  each  dozen  or  fraction  of  such  goods  by  means  of  the  identifying 
numbers,  specifying  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  retail  agents  to 
whom  such  goods  have  been  delivered  and  the  dates  of  such  delivery, 
and  to  send  such  reports  to  said  proprietor  at  least  semi-monthly,  and 
at  any  other  time  on  the  request  of  said  proprietor. 

"It  is  understood  and  agreed  between  the  parties  hereto  that  the 
commissions  herein  specified  shall  not  be  considered  as  earned  by  said 
consignee  upon  any  goods  of  said  proprietor  which  shall  have  been 
delivered  to  dealers  not  authorised  agents  of  said  proprietor,  as  per 
list  of  such  agents,  or  upon  any  goods  whose  disposition  by  said  con- 
signee shall  not  have  been  properly  reported  as  herein  provided,  or 
sold  at  prices  less  than  the  prices  authorized,  and  that  said  consignee 
shall  not  credit  any  such  commissions  when  making  remittances  on 
consignment  account  provided  notice  has  been  given  by  said  proprletpr 
that  such  commissions  are  unearned ;  and  that  if  such  unearned  com- 
missions have  been  deducted  by  said  consignee  In  making  advance 
payments  or  monthly  remittances  on  account  they  shall  be  charged 
back  to  said  consignee  and  credited  and  paid  to  said  proprietor.  It 
is  understood  that  violation  or  non-observance  of  any  provision  hereof 
by  the  consignee  shall  make  this  agreement  terminable  and  all  unsold 
goods  returnable  at  the  option  of  the  proprietor. 

"  It  is  agreed  that  the  goods  of  said  proprietor  shall  be  sold  by  said 
consignee  only  to  the  said  retail  or  wholesale  agents  of  said  proprietor, 
as  per  list  furnished,  at  not  less  than  the  following  prices,  to-wlt : 

"  Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  is  $1.00 ;  |8.00  per  dozen. 

"  Medicines  (if  any),  of  which  the  retail  price  is  50  cents;  $4.00  per 
dozen. 

"  Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  Is  25  cents;  $2.00  per  dozen. 

**  Provided,  that  said  consignee  may  allow  a  cash  discount  not  ex- 
ceeding one  per  cent,  if  paid  within  ten  days  from  date  of  invoice, 
and  that  when  sales  at  one  time  and  at  one  Invoice,  amount  to  $15.00 
or  more,  the  said  consignee  may  allow  three  per  cent  trade  discount, 
and  if  said  purchase  amounts  to  $50.00  or  more,  five  per  cent  trade 
discount,  all  without  cost  to  the  proprietor,  and  if  such  $50.00  quan- 
tity shall  be  shipped  direct  to  the  retail  purchaser  from  the  labora- 
tory of  the  said  proprietor,  on  the  order  from  the  said  wholesale  dis- 
tributing agent,  freight  will  be  prepaid  by  the  proprietor,  but  not 
otherwise. 

"This  contract  will  take  effect  when  the  original,  duly  signed  by 
the  consignee,  has  been  received  and  accepted  by  the  Dr.  Miles  Medi- 
cal Company,  at  Elkhart,  Indiana. 
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•*  Done  nnder  our  handfl A.  D.,  190T. 

(Fill  in  date  on  above  line.) 

"The  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Ck)mpan7. 


«< 


''Wholesale  dealer.  Sign  your  name  on  above  line.  Original  re- 
turn in  enclosed  envelope.** 

"  Retail  Agency  Contract 

"The  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company. 

''This  agreement  between  the  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  of  Elk- 
hart, Indiana,  and of ,  Retailers  named  on 

above  line, Town, State,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 

retail  agent,  wltnesseth : 

"Appointed  Agent. 

"The  said  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  hereby  appoints  said  retail 
dealer  as  one  of  the  retail  distributing  agents  of  its  proprietary  medi- 
cines and  agrees  that  said  retail  agent  may  purchase  the  proprietary 
medicines  manufactured  by  said  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  (each 
retail  package  of  which  the  said  company  will  cause  to  be  identified 
by  a  number)  at  the  following  prices,  to-wit: 

[809]  "  Wholesale  Prices. 

"  Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  is  |1.(X) ;  |8.(X)  per  dossen. 
"  Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  is  60  cents;  $4.00  per  dozen. 
" Medicines,  of  which  the  retail  price  is  25  cents;  $2.00  per  dozen. 


4« 


Quantity  Discounts. 


"Provided  that  when  purchases  at  one  time  and  on  one  Invoice 
amount  to  $15.00  (or  more),  wholesale  distributing  agents  are  au- 
thorized to  allow  three  per  cent  trade  discount;  if  such  purchase 
amounts  to  $60.00  (or  more)  five  per  cent  trade  discount  will  be 
allowed,  and  if  such  $50.00  quantity  be  shipped  direct  to  the  pur- 
chaser from  the  laboratory  of  said  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  for 
the  account  at  such  wholesale  agent,  freight  will  be  prepaid,  but  not 

otherwise 

"Pull  price. 

"In  consideration  whereof  said  retail  agent  agrees  In  no  case  to 
sell  or  furnish  the  said  proprietary  medicines  to  any  person,  firm  or 
corporation  whatsoever,  at  less  than  the  full  retail  price  as  printed 
on  the  packages,  without  reduction  for  quantity ;  and  said  retail  agent 
further  agrees  not  to  sell  the  said  proprietary  medicines  at  any  price 
to  wholesale  or  retail  dealos  not  accredited  agents  of  the  Dr.  Miles 
Medical  Companj. 


480  212  UNITED  STATES,  228. 

**  YiolatUm. 

"It  is  further  agreed  between  the  parties  hereto  that  the  giving 
of  any  article  of  value,  or  the  making  of  any  concession  by  means 
of  trading  stamps,  cash  register  coupons,  or  otherwise,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reducing  the  price  above  agreed  ypon  shall  be  considered  a 
violation  of  this  agreement,  and  further  it  is  agreed  between  the 
parties  hereto  that  the  Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company  will  sustain 
damage  in  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars  ($25.00)  for  each  violation 
of  any  provision  of  this  agreement,  it  being  otherwise  impossible  to 
fix  the  measure  of  damage. 

''This  contract  will  take  effect  when  a  duplicate  thereof,  duly 
signed  by  the  retail  agent,  has  been  received  and  approved  by  the 
Dr.  Miles  Medical  Company,  at  its  office  at  Elkhart,  Indiana. 

"  Done  under  our  hands ,  A.  D.  1907. 

(Fill  in  date  on  above  line.) 

"  The  Dr.  Miles  Medical  C^ompany. 


« 


"  Retail  dealar,  sign  your  name  on  above  Use  in  Ink. 
"To  retail  dealer: 

"Paste  printed  label,  giving  name  and  address,  that  year  aame 
may  be  correctly  listed. 

"  Duplicate.    Keep  for  reference." 


[227]     CONTINENTAL  WALL  PAPER  COMPANY  «. 
LOUIS  VOIGHT  A  SONS  COMPANY.- 

CERTIORARI  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPBAlfi 

FOR  THE  SIXTH  CntCUTT. 

No.  16.    Argued  April  24,  27,  1908. — Decided  February  1,  1909. 

[212  U.  S.  22T.] 

Wbere  a  munber  ctf  raaaufacturera  situated  In  differeat  States  en- 
gaged ia  manulhcturing  an  article  sold  in  different  States,  organ- 
Ise  a  selling  company  ttarougk  wbich  their  ttitire  output  le  seU,  in 
accordance  with  an  agreemMit  betwe«i  themselves,  to  peraons  only 
as  enter  into  a  purchasing  agreement  by  wliich  their  sales  are 
reRtricted,  the  effect  [228]  ia  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  and  is  illegal  under  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act  of  July  2, 1800,  c  647,  2S  Stat.  209 ;  and  so  held  in  regard 

-  to  a  combination  of  wall  paper  manufacturera^ 


o  For  opinion  of  Circuit  Coort  of  Appeals^  Sixth  CircuU  (148  Fed« 
Rep.  d39)  see»  atUe,  pi  44. 

^Syllabus  copyrighted,  1900,  by  The  Banks  Law  Publishing  Com- 
pany. 
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While  a  volaatary  pwcIuuBer  •!  fCMtfs  mi  stlpfdated  prices  under  a 
collateral,  Independent  contract  cannot  avoid  payment  merely  on 
the  ground  that  the  vendor  was  an  illegal  combination,  Connolly  v. 
Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.,  384  U.  S.  540,  a  vendee  of  goods  purchased 
from  an  illegal  agreement  can  plead  such  Illegality  as  a  defense. 

The  court  can  net  lend  its  aM  in  any  way  to  a  party  seeking  to  real- 
ize the  fruits  of  an  Hkgal  contract,  and,  while  this  may  at  times 
result  in  relieving  a  purchaser  from  paying  for  what  he  has  had, 
public  policy  demands  that  the  court  deny  its  aid  to  carry  out  ille- 
gal contracts  without  regard  to  individual  Interests,  or  knowledge 
of  the  parties. 

The  refusal  of  judicial  aid  fee  enforce  Ulegal  contracts  tends  to  reduce 
such  transactions. 

In  determining  whether  a  contract  amounts  to  a  combination  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances  will  be  considered.  Addyston  Pipe 
Co.  ▼.  United  Btaten,  176  U.  S.  211,  Wl, 

148  Fed.  R^.  939,  afflrmed. 

[63  L.  ed.  486.]  • 

1.  A  recovery  upon  an  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  a  cor- 
poration created  to  effectuate  a  combination  of  wall  paper  manu- 
fftcturers,  inten^llng  and  having  the  effect  directly  to  restrain  and 
monofM>ll2e  trade  and  commerce^  in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act 
of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat,  at  L.  209,  chap.  647,  TT.  8.  Comp.  8Ut. 
1901,  p.  3200).  can  not  he  had  where  the  account  is  made  up,  within 
the  knowledge  of  both  buyer  and  seller,  with  direct  reference  to. 
and  in  execution  of,  the  agreements  which  constitute  the  illegal 
eombination.^ 

2.  Defendants  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  are  entitled 
to  Judgment  on  a  demurrer  admitting  the  allegations  of  a  defense 
set  up  by  way  of  answer,  which  in  substance  disclose  that  plaintiff 
Is  the  selling  agent  of  a  combination  of  wall  paper  manufacturers 
which  offends  against  the  Antl-Trnst  Act  of  July  2,  ISOO,  that,  in 
carrying  out  such  combination,  defendants  were  virtually  compelled 
to  sign  a  jobber's  agreement  whicb,  in  effect,  bound  them  to  buy 
from  the  plaintiff  all  the  wall  paper  needed  in  their  business  at  cer- 
tain fixed  prices,  and  not  to  sen  at  lower  prices  or  upon  better  terms 
than  those  at  which  plaintiff  itself  sells  to  dealers  other  than  Job- 
bers, that  the  goods  In  question  were  ordered  pursuant  to  such 
agreement  and  at  tibte  prices  fixed,  that  such  prices  were  unreason- 
able, and  that  all  the  transactions  between  the  parties  were  In  fur- 
therance of  the  Illegal  eomUnatlon.^ 


•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  The  Lawyers  CJo-operative  Publish- 
ing Ck>mpany. 
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The  facts  appear  in  the  statement  of  Mr.  Justice  Harlan. 

Mr.  Louis  Marshall^  with  whom  Mr.  Joseph  WUby  was  on 
the  brief,  for  petitioner. 

Assuming,  but  not  conceding,  that  the  organization  of  the 
plaintiff  was  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  competition,  and 
enhancing  prices,  the  defendants  have  no  defense,  under  com- 
mon-law considerations,  to  the  action  brought  against  them 
to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

The  illegality  of  the  acts  of  plaintiff,  even  if  proved,  do 
not  absolve  the  defendants  from  the  legal  obligation  to  pay 
for  goods  admittedly  bought  by  them.  "A  person  does  not 
become  an  outlaw  and  lose  all  rights  by  doing  an  illegal 
act."    National  Bank  c&  Loan  Co.  v.  Petrie^  189  U.  S.  425. 

This  case  is  governed  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the 
case  of  Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.^  184  U.  S.  540, 
and  [229]  cases  there  cited.  See  also,  to  the  same  effect,  the 
following:  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Sawyer-Man  Elec- 
tric Co.^  53  Fed.  Rep.  598;  American  Soda  Fountain  Co,  v. 
Green,  69  Fed.  Rep.  333;  Brown  Saddle  Co.  v.  Troxel^  98 
Fed.  Rep.  620;  Natimial  Folding  Box  and  Paper  Co.  v. 
Robertson,  99  Fed.  Rep.  985;  Otis  Elevator  Co.  v.  Geiger^ 
107  Fed.  Rep.  131;  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  Policy s,  13  Peters,  164; 
Armstrong  v.  Am^erican  Exchange  Bank,  133  U.  S-  467; 
Buchanan  v.  Drovers*  National  Bank,  55  Fed.  Rep.  226; 
Morris  v.  Norton,  75  Fed  Rep.  926;  Phalen  v.  Clark,  19 
Connecticut,  432;  The  Charles  E.  Wisewell,  86  Fed.  Rep. 
674 ;  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clay,  101  Georgia,  332 ;  Erb  v.  In- 
surance Co.,  98  Iowa,  611;  Niagara  In^.  Co.  v.  DeGraff,  12 
Michigan,  136;  Tracy  v.  Talmuge,  14  N.  Y.  175;  Curtis  v. 
Leavitt,  15  N.  Y.  245 ;  Mandelbaum  v.  Greyovich,  17  Nevada, 
95;  Planters^  Bank  v.  Union  Bank^  16  Wall.  500;  Tar- 
borough* s  Admr.  v.  Avant,  66  Alabama,  526;  Wa;re  v.  Curry, 
67  Alabama,  274;  Martin  v.  Hodge,  47  Arkansas,  378; 
National  Distilling  Co.  v.  Cream  City  Importing  Co.,  86 
Wisconsin,  362;  Minnesota  Lumber  Co.  v.  Whitebreast  Co.. 
56  111.  App.  248;  Congress  Co.  v.  Knowlton,  103  U.  S.  49; 
VJelch  V.  Wasson,  6  Gray,  506 ;  Levin  v.  Chicago  Gas  Light 
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€&  Coke  Go.^  64  HI.  App.  398 ;  Ingrdham  v.  National  Salt  Co.j 
130  Fed.  Rep.  676. 

Again,  assuming  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  trust,  and  that 
it  could  have  been  lawfully  proceeded  against,  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  July  2,  1890,  yet  that  fact  does  not  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  recovering  for  the  goods  which  it  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  defendants. 

While  the  statute  declares  a  trust,  or  combination,  such  as 
the  plaintiff  is  claimed  to  be,  illegal,  and  subjects  every  per- 
son entering  into  the  combination  to  fine  and  imprisonment, 
and  makes  adequate  provision  for  its  annulment,  yet  there  is 
nothing  in  the  act,  which  permits  one  who  purchases  goods 
from  such  a  trust,  to  despoil  it  of  its  property.    The  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  is  sufficiently  powerful  to  cope 
with  an  unlawful  monopoly,  without  legalizing  robbeiy  of 
the   char [  280  ]acter  which  the  defendants  are  seeking  to 
perpetrate,  through  the  aid   of  the  courts.    Connolly  v. 
Union  JSewer  Pipe  Co.,  184  U.  S.  540 ;  The  GharUs  E.  Wise- 
ictdl,  74  Fed.  Rep.  802,  affirmed,  86  Fed.  Rep.  671 ;  Dicker- 
man  V.  Northern  Tt^vAt  Gc.^  176  U.  S.  195 ;  Lafayette  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Gity  of  StreatoTy  105  Fed.  Rep.  229;  Gincinnati  Packet 
Co.  V.  Bay,  200  U.  S.  179,  186. 

Even  assuming,  that  the  clause  contained  in  the  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  which  prohibited 
the  latter  from  selling  any  of  the  merchandise  purchased 
from  the  former,  at  lower  prices  than  those  specified  in  the. 
schedule  annexed,  was  illegal,  the  only  effect  of  such  ille- 
gality would  be,  to  nullify  that  provision,  and  not  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  recovering  for  merchandise  actually  re- 
ceived and  kept  by  the  defendants.  Pigofs  case,  11  Coke 
Rep.  276  (1615),  holding  that  if  some  conditions  indorsed 
on  a  bond,  are  against  law,  and  some  are  good  and  lawful, 
the  covenants  or  conditions  which  are  against  law,  are  void 
ab  inito,  and  the  others  stand  good.  And  see  Hammon  on 
Contracts,  251  et  seq.;  Anson  on  Contracts  (8th  ed.),  206; 
Pickering  v.  Ilfracomhe  Ry.  Go.,  Ix  R.  3  C.  P.  235,  250; 
United  States  v.  Bradley,  10  Pet.  343;  Hynds  v.  Hays,  25 
Indiana,  3] ;  Kerrison  v.  Gole,  8  East,  231;  Gelpcke  v.  Gity 
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of  Dvbuque^  1  Wall.  221;  OatkeU  v.  Kvng^  11  East,  165; 
Erie  Ry,  Co,  v.  Union  Locomotive  (&  Exp,  Co.^  35  N.  J.  L. 
240;  Baines  v.  Gearey,  35  Ch.  Diy.  154;  W€dii8  v.  Dayj  2 
Mees.  A  W.  273;  Haynes  v.  Daman,  L.  K  (189»)  2  Ch.  13; 
Oregon  Navigation  Co.  t.  Win9or,  20  Wall.  64;  TTe^fem 
U.  T.  Co.  V.  Burlington  db  8.  W.  By.  Co.,  11  F«d.  Rep.  1 ; 
Preahury  v.  Fishery  18  Missouri,  50;  Moore  v.  Bonmet,  40 
California,  251 ;  Hanauer  v.  6^ay,  25  Arkansas,  350 ;  Prit^  v. 
ffrc^n,  16  Mees.  &  W.  346;  TFiZtfy  v.  Bautngardnef\  97  In- 
diana, 66;  Deem  v.  Emerson^  102  MaflBachusetts,  480;  Pett^  v. 
EicheU,  62  Missouri,  171 ;  27n«^  >S^^  y.  Br€Mey,  10  Pet 
343,  360,  364;  Trenton  Potteries  Go.  t.  Oliphant,  58  N.  J. 
Eq.  507;  S.  C  46  L.  B.  A.  255;  TA^wui^  v.  MiUa,  3  Ohio  St. 
274;  Smith's  Appeal,  113  Pa.  St  579. 

The  principle  of  these  eases  is  directly  in  point  here.  The 
plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  to  the  defendants  certain  merchan- 
dise [231  ]  at  an  agreed  price.  The  latter  agreed  to  pay  for 
the  merchandise  received  the  stipulated  price,  and  also 
agreed  that  they  would  not  sell  such  merchandise  at  a  lesser 
price  than  that  specified  in  the  contract. 

Assuming  that  the  latter  condition  is  yoid,  in  that  event 
it  was  not  binding  upon  the  defendants ;  but,  as  has  been  seen, 
such  invalidity  would  not  absolve  the  defendants  from  lia- 
bility qn  their  covenant  to  pay  for  the  merdiandise  delivered. 

Mr.  Orris  P.  Cohh  and  Mr.  Morrison  R.  WaUe  for  re- 
spondent. 

Treating  the  matter,  as  it  must  be  treated,  as  one  general 
scheme,  all  one  agreement,  it  plainly  comes  within  the  com- 
mon-law inhibition  against  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade, 
as  well  as  the  statutes.  Addyston  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  y. 
United  States,  176  U.  S.  211;  Swift  <&  Co.  v.  United  States, 
196  U.  S.  375,  396 ;  Montague  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38,  45 ; 
Loewe  v.  Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  274. 

The  combination  was  an  illegal  trust,  and  an  unlawful 
combination  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes.  United 
States  V.  Trans-Missouri  Assn.,  166  U.  S.  290 ;  United  States 
V.  Joint  Traffic  Assn.,  171  U.  S.  505;  Montague  v.  Lovrry, 
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193  U.  S-  88;  Northern  Securitieg  Co.  v.  United  States,  193 
U.  S.  197;  Simft  A  Co.  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S,  375;  iN^a- 
tianal  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas,  197  U.  S.  115,  129 ;  United 
States  V.  Jellico  C.  d  C.  Co.,  46  Fed.  Eep.  432;  American 
Biscuit  Co.  V.  KlotBy  44  Fed.  Eep.  721 ;  Oliver  v.  GUrnore, 
52  Fed.  Eep.  562;  C^  M.  ds  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  ^Y abash,  dbc, 
R.  R.  Co.,  61  Fed.  Eep.  993,  997;  National  Harrow  Co.  v. 
Hench,  83  Fed.  Eep.  36,  38 ;  S.  C.  84  Fed.  Eep.  226 ;  United 
States  V.  Coal  Dealers*  Assn.,  85  Fed.  Eep.  252;  Cravens  v. 
Carter-Crume  Co.,  92  Fed.  Eep.  479,  485 ;  Lowry  v.  THe  <& 
O.  Assn.,  »B  Fed.  Eep.  817,  826 ;  S.  C.  106  Fed.  Eep.  38 ; 
Montague  t.  Lowry,  115  Fed.  Eep.  27;  United  States  v. 
C.  db  O.  Fuel  Co.,  105  Fed.  Eep.  93;  C.  cfe  O.  Fuel  Co.  v. 
United  States,  115  Fed.  Eep.  610;  City  of  Atlanta  v.  Chatta- 
uMga,  F.  dk  P.  Co.,  101  Fed.  Eep.  900. 

Th%  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  under 
v^ieh  [282]  arises  the  account  sued  on,  is  a  part  of  and  di- 
rectly cranected  with  the  illegal  combination,  and  hence, 
unanforceaUe,  and  not  merely  a  collateral  or  independent 
cotttraoL 

It  is  dear  that  this  ia  not  a  mere  case  of  a  sale  by  a  monop- 
oly or  a  trust  to  a  third  person  and  that  the  objection  raised 
by  tiie  defrndant  is  not  the  same  as  that  which  would  be 
raised  by  an  outsider  purchasing  from  a  trust.  Connolly  y. 
Union  Sewer  Pipe  Company,  184  U.  S.  540,  distinguished. 

The  fact  that  the  coDsiderati(»  has  all  been  executed  on 
one  side  can  not  alter  the  matter.  There  can  be  no  recovery 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  under  trust  contracts,  or  any 
other  contract  creating  an  illegal  monopoly  in  restraint  of 
trade.  Sec  Detroit  Salt  Co.  v.  National  Salt  Co.,  134  Michi- 
gan, 108 ;  Amot  v.  Pittston  <&  Ehmra  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  658 ; 
UnMes  v.  Colgate,  148  N.  Y.  529,  538 ;  Clancy  v.  Onondaga 
Fine  Salt  Mfg.  Co.,  62  Barb.  395,  405^407;  Houek  v.  Brew. 
Asm.,  88  Texas,  184;  Fuqua  t.  Pabst  Brew.  Co.,  90  Texas, 
298 ;  Texas  Brew.  Co.  v.  Templeman,  90  Texas,  277 ;  Carriage 
Co.  v.  Hatch,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  120. 

All  the  statutes  relied  on  in  this  case  expressly  forbid 
the  making  of  the  contracts  of  which  the  one  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  set  out  in  the  third  defense,  was  a 
material  step;  expressly  declare  the  contracts  void;  and  ex- 
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pressly  impose  a  penalty  upon  the  making  of  them  and  ex- 
pressly make  them  criminaL 

Under  these  statutes  such  transactions  and  such  contracts 
are  just  as  illegal  as  gambling;  as  contracts  to  assist  in  the 
smuggliiig  of  goods ;  as  contracts  to  deal  in  futures ;  as  con- 
tracts to  make  and  circulate  counterfeit  money;  as  the  sale 
of  liquor  in  violation  of  law ;  as  contracts  to  assist  in  prosti- 
tution; or  in  any  other  way  to  violate  criminal  statutes,  or 
in  furtherance  of  such  objects. 

The  cases  in  which  recovery  has  been  denied  either  of  the 
contract  price  when  suing  on  the  contract  or  on  the  oonunon 
counts  ignoring  the  contract,  are  numerous.  Ribhans  v. 
Grickett,  1  B.  &  P.  264,  266;  Bensley  v.  Bignold,  6  B.  & 
Aid.  [288]  335;  Marchant  v.  Evom,  2  J.  B.  Moore,  14; 
Oihhs  V.  Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  896,  412 ;  Irwin  v.  WiUiar,  110 
U.  S.  499 ;  McMullen  v.  Ho f  man,  174  U.  S.  689 ;  Embry  v. 
Jemdson,  181  U.  S.  336,  348;  Miller  v.  Ammon^  146  U.  S. 
421,  427 ;  Hanauer  v.  Doane^  12  Wall.  842 ;  Sprott  v.  UnUed 
States^  20  Wall.  469 ;  Kohn  v.  Melcher^  43  Fed.  Rep.  641 ; 
Peck  V.  Burr,  10  N.  Y.  294,  297 ;  Johnston  v.  Dahlgren,  166 
N,  Y.  386, 258 ;  Brinkman  v.  Eisler,  40  N.  Y.  865,  866. 

These  cases  show  that  wherever  and  in  whatever  form  the 
question  has  arisen,  whether  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
for  money  loaned,  services  rendered,  there  can  be  no  recovery 
on  an  implied  contract  where  the  express  contract  is  illegal 
and  the  goods  sold,  the  money  loaned,  or  the  services  per- 
formed under  and  in  pursuance  of  and  in  furtherance  of  an 
illegal  contract. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  made  the  following  statement  of  facts. 

The  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company,  a  corporation  of 
New  York,  brought  this  action  against  The  Lewis  Voight  & 
Sons  Company,  a  corporation  of  Ohio,  to  recover  the  sum 
of  $56,762.10,  as  the  alleged  balance  on  an  account  for 
merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant. 

The  petition  and  answer  were  both  amended.  The 
amended  answer  contained  six  separate  defenses,  the  last 
three  of  which  were  made  counterclaims  and  cross-petitions. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  second,  third,  fourth  and  fifth 
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defenses  upon  the  ground  that  neither  of  them  stated  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  defense;  and  it  demurred  to  the 
first  and  second  counterclaims  and  cross-petitions  upon  the 
ground  that  they  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff.  It  also  replied  to  the 
sixth  defense  and  to  the  third  counterclaim. 

The  cause  was  submitted  in  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  de- 
murrers, and  the  court  sustained  the  demurrer  to  the  second, 
fourth  and  fifth  defenses  and  to  the  first  and  second 
counter [234] claims  and  cross-petitions,  but  overruled  the 
demurrer  to  the  third  defense.  The  parties  not  desiring  to 
plead  further,  it  was  adjudged  that  upon  the  allegations  of 
the  third  defense  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment 
(and  judgment  was  entered)  dismissing  the  petition  and 
amended  petition;  and  was  likewise  entitled  to  judgment 
(and  judgment  was  entered)  dismissing  the  first  and  second 
counterclaims  and  cross-petitions.  The  case  was  carried  by 
the  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals,  where  it 'was  assigned  for  error  that  the  Circuit 
Court  erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  third  defense, 
and  in  dismissing  the  suit.  The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
affirmed  the  judgment,  thereby  sustaining  the  sufficiency  of 
that  defense.   The  case  is  fully  reported  in  148  Fed.  Bep.  939. 

If  the  facts  stated  in  the  third  defense — ^taking  them  to  be 
true,  as  upon  demurrer  we  must  do — are  sufficient  to  prevent 
any  recovery  whatever,  by  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  go  further  and  consider  any  other  questions.  In  view  of 
the  peculiar  character  of  the  case  it  is  deemed  just  to  the 
parties,  however  much  it  may  lengthen  or  burden  this  opin- 
ion to  do  so,  to  set  out  that  defense  fully  and  in  the  words 
of  the  answer. 

The  third  defense — ^the  facts  stated  therein  being  admitted 
by  the  demurrer — gives  the  names  of  numerous  companies 
and  firms  (more  than  thirty  in  number)  which  formed  a 
combination  by  the  name  of  the  Continental  Wall  Paper 
Company,  and  also  sets  out  the  various  agreements  imder 
whidi,  it  was  alleged,  the  combination  was  organized  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce.  The  defendant 
corporation  alleged  that  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1898,  the 
National  Wall  Paper  Company  was  the  owner  of  factories 
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for  the  manufacture  of  wall  paper  in  certain  cities  in  New 
York,  P^insylyania,  New  Jersey  and  Massachusetts,  and 
that  there  were  like  factories  owned  by  persons  and  oorpcura- 
tions  in  other  States;  that  ^^  all  of  said  companies  and  finns 
were  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  wall  paper  and  in  sell- 
ing their  product  in  the  States  where  their  said  manufac- 
tories were  situated,  and  in  all  the  [886]  other  States  and 
Territories  of  the  United  States  and  in  foreign  countries, 
and  were  each  and  all  engaged  in  commerce  between  the 
States  and  Territories  and  with  foreign  nations,  and  they 
produced  and  sold  upwards  of  ninety -eight  (98)  per  cent  of 
all  the  wall  paper  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  several 
States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States.  Omtriving  and 
intending  and  conspiring  with  each  other  to  fonn  a  combina- 
tion and  trust  by  which  to  limit  the  production  of  wall  paper 
in  the  United  States  and  also  to  enhance  the  prioe  thereof 
to  the  jobbers,  the  wholesalers,  the  retailers  and  the  con- 
sumers of  wall  paper,  which  is  an  article  of  commodity  of 
general  necessity  and  use  among  the  United  States  and 
foreign  countries,  and,  as  such,  was  and  is  used  and  sold 
everywhere  for  the  preservation,  protection,  and  decoration 
of  buildings  and  dwelling  houses;  and,  contriving  and  in- 
tending and  conspiring  with  each  other  to  unlawfully  control 
and  restrain  trade  and  commerce  between  the  several  States 
and  Territories  of  the  United  States,  and  with  foreign  conn- 
tries,  the  firms  and  corporations  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
agreed  with  each  other  that  while  said  corporations  and  per- 
sons retain  the  ownership  of  their  several  plants  and  busi- 
ness, and  preserve  and  continue  their  separate  identities  and 
operate  said  several  manufactories  and  business  as  before, 
the  control  of  said  several  businesses,  and  all  matters  relating 
to  and  affecting  the  production  of  said  establishments  and 
the  prices  and  sale  of  wall  paper  manufactured  thereby, 
should  be  placed  under  the  control  of  a  committee  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  said  several  corporations  and  firms,  each  to  have 
a  voice  in  such  appointment,  in  proportion  to  the  oapadty 
of  the  several  factories  owned  by  them  respectively;  that 
said  committee  should  adopt  rules  and  regulations  gown- 
ing the  manner  of  conducting  the  business  of  all  said  persons, 
firms,  and  corporations,  the  hours  said  factories,  owned  by 
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them,  should  be  operated,  the  patterns  of  wall  paper  to  be 
manufactured  by  them,  the  times  when  samples  of  the  goods 
to  be  manufactured  for  the  ensuing  season  should  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  pricing  committee,  appointed  by  said  committee, 
to  enable  it  to  classify  and  [386]  fix  the  list  prices  thereof; 
to  fix  and  determine  list  prices,  discounts,  terms  of  sale, 
equalization  of  freight  rates  and  all  other  matters  affecting 
the  production  and  regulation  of  prices,  and  the  classification 
of  the  dealers  in  wall  paper  in  the  United  States;  and  the 
prices  at  which  wall  paper  should  be  sold  to,  and  by  such 
several  classes;  and  the  division  of  the  profits,  thence  arising 
among  said  corporations  and  firms,  not  in  proportion  to  their 
production  and  sales,  but  in  proportion  to  their  capacity; 
and,  further,  that,  to  secure  the  faithful  performance  by  each 
of  said  persons  and  corporations  of  the  provisions  of  said 
trust  agreement,  they  should  each  pay  a  sum  into  a  common 
pool,  in  proportion  to  the  capacity  of  their  respective  manu- 
factories, which  said  sum  should  be  forfeited  by  any  of  said 
manufacturers  who  should  break  said  agreement,  compete 
with  the  other  parties  to  said  agreement,  or  sell  at  other  or 

different  prices  than  those  to  be  fixed  by  said  committee. 

*  •  •  «  « 

The  National  Wall  Paper  Company,  for  itself  and  the 
members  of  said  combination,  hereinbefore  alleged  to  be 
represented  by  it,  should  select  three  (3)  so-called  directors 
of  said  The  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company,  and  said 
other  firms  and  corporations  should  select  three  (3)  other 
so-called  directors  of  said  company,  which  six  (6)  so-called 
directors  should  select  a  seventh  (7th),  who  should  decide 
all  disputed  matters ;  that  said  corporation  and  firms,  calling 
itself,  or  themselves,  respectively,  the  vendor,  should  sign  a 
printed  contract  or  agreement  with  said  The  Continental 
Wall  Paper  Company,  calling  itself  the  company,  a  copy  of 
which  contract  or  agreement  is  attached  hereto  marked  ''  Ex- 
hibit 1,"  [which  is  given  in  the  margin  •]  the  said  agreement 

^BXHIBIT  L 

An  agreement,  made  this  —  day  of  '  In  the  jear  one  thouaand 
right  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  by  and  between  — — a  cor- 
poration organised  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of (hereinafter 
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being  printed  with  blanks  for  [237]  the  necessary  signatures 
as  well  as  numbers  of  shares  allotted,  the  sum  to  be  paid 
therefor  and  the  name  of  the  so-called  vendor. 

[238]  For  the  purposes  and  with  the  intentions  aforesaid, 
it  was  further  agreed  that  said  The  Continental  Wall  Paper 
Company  should,  in  some  form  so  as  to  disguise  the  real 
nature  of  the  transaction,  compel  all  dealers  in  wall  paper, 
whether  [239]  jobbers  or  wholesalers,  to  sign  an  agreement 

called  the  vendor),  party  of  the  first  part,  and  the  Continental  Wall 
Paper  Cbmpany,  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York 
(hereinafter  called  the  company),  party  of  the  second  part 

Whereas,  the  vendor  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  wall 
paper,  borders  and  other  articles  usually  produced  and  handled  In 
connection  therewith,  and  the  company  is  desirous  of  action  as  its 
selling  agent  in  handling  the  entire  product  of  the  vendor ;  and 

Whereas,  the  company  has  an  authorized  capital  of  two  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  divided  into  16,000  shares,  of  the  par  value  of  $12.50 
each;  and. 

Whereas,  the  vendor  is  desirous  of  acquiring  shares  of  the  stock 
of  said  company  at  par,  and  to  that  end  has  offered  to  enter  into  this 
agreement  and  to  secure  the  performance  thereof  by  the  deposit  of 
said  shares. 

Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the  foregoing  recitals,  and  for 
other  good  and  valuable  considerations  It  is  agreed,  between  the  par- 
ties hereto,  as  follows: 

First.  The  vendor  hereby  agrees  to  sell  unto  the  company  and  the 
latter  agrees  to  purchase,  the  entire  product  of  wall  paper  that  may 
be  manufactured  by  the  vendor  for  the  period  from  July  20th,  1898, 
to  the  first  day  of  July,  1889. 

The  prices  at  which  the  merchandise  shall  be  sold  to  the  company 
are  set  forth  in  a  schedule  hereto  annexed,  marked  '*A"  and  hereby 
made  part  of  this  agreement. 

The  vendor  further  grants  unto  the  company  the  right  to  two  re- 
newals of  said  contract  of  one  year  each,  provided  that  in  the  event 
of  the  election  of  the  company  to  avail  Itself  of  either  of  said  renewals 
it  shall  80  signify  in  writing  to  the  vendor  before  the  first  day  of  June 
next  preceding  the  renewal  term,  and  provided  further  that  such 
election  to  renew  shall  be  accompanied  by  the  written  consents  of  all 
the  registered  stockholders  of  the  company,  including  that  of  the 
vendor. 

Second.  That  the  goods  acquired  by  the  company  from  the  voider 
hereunder  which  are  to  be  sold  to  jobbers,  shall  be  so  sold  by  the  com- 
pany, and  not  by  the  vendor^  for  the  account  of  the  company.  Such 
sale  shall  be  made  by  the  company  at  discounts  from  road  prices  fixed 
in  the  schedule  hereto  annexed,  marked  "  B,"  which  is  hereby  made 
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obligating  the  jobbers  or  wholesalers  to  buy  from  no  one  but 
said  members  of  said  combination  and  trust,  and  at  the  prices 
fixed  in  schedule  B,  attached  to  said  '^  Exhibit  1,"  and  like- 
wise an  agreement  [240]  by  such  jobbers,  not  to  sell  gopds  to 
dealers  other  than  jobbers,  at  lower  prices  or  upon  better  or 
more  favorable  terms  than  those  shown  in  schedule  C,  at- 
tached to  said  ^^  Exhibit  1,"  under  the  penalty  that,  if  they 
refused  so  to  do,  no  wall  paper  should  [241]  be  sold  to  such 

part  of  tbis  agreement.  The  vendor  will  deliver  such  goods  upon  the 
direction  of  the  company,  at  the  risls  and  for  the  account  of  the  latter 
f.  o.  b.  at  the  place  of  manufacture,  provided,  however,  that  in  aU 
cases  in  which  the  goods  are  manufactured  at  places  other  than  the 
cities  of  New  York  or  Philadelphia  the  vendor  will  equalize  the 
freights  with  either  of  said  cities  out  of  the  proceeds  receivable  for 
such  goods.  Memorandum  invoices  shall  be  supplied  to  the  customers 
and  to  the  company  immediately  upon  the  shipment  and  delivery  of 
such  goods,  said  invoices  specifying  quantities  and  road  prices. 

Third.  There  shall  be  furnished  by  the  vendor  to  the  company,  on 
the  7th,  14th,  21st  and  last  days  of  each  mouth,  (except  when  those 
days  fall  on  Sundays,  and  then  on  the  next  preceding  day),  a  just 
and  true  statement  of  all  shipments  and  deliveries  of  merchandise  in- 
cluded in  this  contract  which  the  vendor  may  make  for  the  account  of 
the  company,  which  statement  shall  contain  the  names  of  the  pur- 
chasers, the  character  of  the  goods  sold  and  the  prices  at  which  they 
are  sold,  to  the  end  that  the  company  may  make  the  proper  charges, 
and  In  order  to  entitle  the  vendor  to  be  credited  with  the  agreed  cost 
price  for  such  goods. 

Each  of  such  statements  of  shipment  shaU  be  accompanied  by  an 
affidavit  of  one  of  the  officers  of  the  vendor  and  one  of  its  bookkeepers 
and  one  of  its  shipping  clerks,  to  the  effect  that  the  information 
contained  therein  is  true. 

Fourth.  The  vendor  will,  at  the  option  of  the  company,  sell  for  the 
latter  such  of  the  goods  manufactured  by  the  vendor  as  are  to  be  dis- 
posed of  to  purchasers  not  classified  as  Jobbers,  which  sales  shall  be 
made  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the  vendor,  said  vendor  hereby  guaran« 
teeing  all  credits  connected  with  such  sales.  The  prices  at  which  and 
the  terms  upon  which  such  goods  are  to  be  sold  are  designated  in  this 
agreement  as  the  "road  prices,"  and  are  contained  in  a  schedule 
hereto  annexed,  marked  "G,"  which  Is  hereby  made  a  part  of  this 
agreement 

On  the  7th.  14th,  21st  and  last  days  of  each  month  (except  when 
those  days  fail  on  Sundays,  and  then  on  the  next  succeeding  days) 
the  vendor  will  furnish  to  the  company  a  statement  showing  all  the 
shipments  made  on  account  of  such  sales  which  statemet<t  shall  con- 
tain the  names  of  the  purchasers,  the  character  of  the  goods  and  the 
lOSTO*— S.  Doc.  111.  62-1,  vol  3 32 
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jobber  by  any  of  said  corporations  or  firms,  and  that,  thereby, 
such  jobbers  shonld  be  driven  out  of  bunness ;  and  that^  in  some 
form  or  other,  so  as  to  disguise  the  real  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion, all  wholesalers  other  than  jobbers  should  be  compelled  to 
make  an  agreement  in  writing,  with  said  corporations  or  firms, 
not  to  sell  such  goods  on  terms  better  or  more  favorable  than 
those  specified  in  schedule  C,  attached  to  said  '^Exhibit  1," 
under  penalty  that  if  such  wholesaler  refuse  to  sign  and  carry 

prices  at  which  they  were  sold,  and  such  sales  shall  be  credited  to  the 
vendor  by  the  company  at  the  prices  fixed  in  sehedale  "A,**  and  shall 
be  charged  against  said  yendor  at  the  prices  at  which  they  were  sold, 
which  shall  in  no  event  be  less  than  those  designated  in  schedule  "(X** 

The  vendor  is  to  receive  for  its  services  and  expenses  connected  with 
such  salee  and  allowances  diseounts  equal  to  those  who  are  designated 
in  a  classification  made  by  the  parties  hereto  as  **  second  class  jobbers," 
less  the  discounts  made  on  sales  to  purchasers  designated  in  the  aocom- 
panying  schedules  at  *'  quantity  purchasers  "  on  which  the  vendor  has 
allowed  the  quantity  discount,  except  that  where  special  and  excioalve 
goods  are  sold  there  shall  be  an  aUowance  of  90  per  cent  discount  to 
the  vendor. 

The  prices  of  goods  as  fixed  by  schedule  "A"  and  "C"  may  be 
altered  from  time  to  time,  but  the  discounts  allowed  to  Jobbers  shall 
not  be  altered  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  this  agreement. 

Fifth.  The  vendor  will  make  collections  of  all  accounts  for  goods 
sold  by  it  for  the  accounts  of  the  company  under  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement,  except  for  sales  to  jobbers  (which  accounts  the  company  is 
to  collect,)  and  will,  on  the  10th  of  each  and  every  month  during  the 
term  of  this  agreement,  aecount  to  the  company.  Such  accounts  shall 
be  accompanied  by  a  payment  by  the  vendor  to  the  company  of  the 
difference  between  the  prices  at  which  the  goods  are  agreed  to  be  sold 
to  the  company  as  embodied  in  schedule  "A,"  and  the  prices  at  which 
the  vendor  has  agreed  to  dispose  of  said  goods  as  ooatalned  In  sobed- 
ule  "O." 

The  purchases  made  by  the  company  frooi  the  vendor  heveuadef 
shall  be  upon  the  same  credit  and  terms  as  those  accorded  to  other 
dealers,  but  the  company  irtiall  have  the  right  to  anticipate  the  doe 
date  of  all  such  purchases,  and  will  pay.  on  the  10th  day  of  each 
month,  to  the  vendor  a  sum  on  account  of  all  shipments  of  the  prend* 
ing  month  equal  to  not  less  than  SO  per  cent  of  the  road  prioss-ef 
goods  shipped  to  the  jobbers  by  the  company. 

Sixth.  The  vendor  hereby  grants  unto  the  company  the  right,  and 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  latter,  through  Its  oflcers  selected  fbr  that 
purpose,  to  audit  the  books  of  accounts  of  the  veodor  at  such  times 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  company  may,  from  time  to  time^  deem 
necessary  or  proper.    This  provision  is  of  tiie  essence  of  the  agree- 
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out  said  agreement,  no  wall  paper  would  be  sold  to  him  by 
any  of  said  oorporations  or  firms,  and  he  should  be  driven 
out  of  business,  and  that  the  profits  made  by  such  preventian 
of  competition  and  enhancement  of  price  should  be  divided 
among  said  corporations  and  firms  nominally  as  dividends 
upon  said  stock,  but  in  reality,  in  proportion  to  their  respec- 
tive holdings  as  aforesaid,  and  that  said  committee  of  said 
corporations  and  said  firms,  calling  themselves  such  directors, 

moit,  and  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  to  faithfully  perfoun 
tbe  same  sfaall  opente  as  a  breach  of  the  contract  entitling  the  com- 
panj  to  atoogate  tbe  agreement  and  to  such  damages  as  it  may  be  able 
to  efllahlidi  in  addition  to  the  absolute  transfer  and  sorrender  to  it  of 
tbe  atodK  to  be  pledged  as  hereinafter  provided. 

Seventh.  There  shall  be  a  committee  selected  from  the  company  to 
be  Imown  as  an  auditing  committee,  which  shall  be  made  up  from 
among^  the  directors.  Said  committee  shall  have  power  to  establish 
sneli  a  system  of  booblseeping  as  in  its  judgment  may  be  advisable. 

la  order  to  oontorm  aa  nearly  as  may  be  to  the  laws  of  the  vari- 
ooB  States  in  which  the  factories  of  the  vendor  are  located,  it  is  nn* 
derstood  that  the  vendor  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  require  from  the 
company  the  acceptance  of  the  product  of  more  than  ten  hours  per 
day  of  any  one  of  said  factories. 

The  product  intended  to  be  sold  to  the  company  hereunder  and 
which  the  latter  undertakes  to  acquire,  does  not  contemplate  the 
enlargement  of  the  manufacturing  facilities  of  the  vendor,  but  noth- 
ing herein  contained  shall  be  construed  as  atfecting  the  right  of  the 
vendor  to  substitute  new  machinery  of  the  same  capacity  for  any  now 
in  use  which  may  become  useless  through  wear  or  through  destruc- 
tion by  flre  or  other  casualty. 

The  power  to  designate  the  parties  who  are  to  be  classed  as  jobbers 
and  the  discounts  to  which  they  are  entitled  is  expressly  reserved  by 
the  company,  and  such  designation  is  to  be  made  through  its  l>oard  of 
directors,  but  the  vendor  shall  have  the  right  to  select  the  jobbers 
through  whom  the  goods  manufactured  by  it  are  to  be  distributed. 

All  orders  placed  with  the  vendor  by  jobbers  on  behalf  of  the  com 
pany  must  at  once  be  reported  to  the  latter. 

Eighth.  The  company  hereby  agrees  to  sell  and  the  vendor  agrees  to 

purchase  shares  of  the  common  stock  of  the  company,  for 

which  stock  the  vendor  agrees  to  pay  the  sum  of in  cash  aa 

soon  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this  agreement  as  the  same 
may  be  demanded  by  the  company,  but  only  if  and  when  the  entire 
share  capital  of  the  company  shall  have  been  fully  subscribed  at  not 
less  than  par. 

The  vendor  will,  after  paying  for  said  shares  of  stock,  endorse  the 
certificates  representing  the  same,  and  deliver   the  certificates   no 
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should  regulate  all  the  matters  hereinbefore  ayerred,  prevent 
competition  between  said  corporations  and  firms,  limit  pro- 
duction and  enhance  prices,  and  close  all  channels  by  which 
the  consumer  or  retailer  could  obtain  wall  paper  from  the 
producers  thereof. 

In  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  said  plaintiff  was  nomi- 
nally incorporated  with  the  stock  aforesaid,  divided  into  the 
[242]  number  of  shares  aforesaid,  of  the  par  value  aforesaid, 
which  were  divided  among  the  parties  to  said  agreement 
aforesaid,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  and  said  contracts  signed 
by  said  The  National  Wall  Paper  Company,  and  said  per- 
sons and  corporations,  being,  at  once,  subscription  for  stock 
by  said  so-called  vendors,  the  acceptance  of  such  subscription 
by  said  The  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company,  and  by  it, 
nominally,  each  so-called  vendor  sold  unto  the  company,  and 
the  latter  agreed  to  purchase,  the  entire  product  of  wall 
paper  manufactured  by  each  of  said  vendors  for  the  period 
from  July  20th,  A.  D.  1898,  to  the  first  day  of  July,  A.  D. 
1899. 

Said  contract  further  fixed  prices  at  which  the  merchan- 
dise should  be  nominally  sold  to  the  company,  said  prices 

endorsed  in  blank  unto  the  company,  upon  the  trust  and  agreement 
that  the  company  shall  hold  said  certificates  as  security  for  the 
performance  by  the  vendor  of  each  and  all  of  the  covenants  and  condi- 
tions of  this  agreement  and  that  upon  the  refusal,  neglect  or  omission 
of  the  vendor,  its  successors  or  assigns,  to  perform  this  agreement,  or 
any  part  thereof,  the  said  shares  of  stock  and  certificates  represented 
thereby  shall  be  immediately  sold  by  the  company  at  public  or  private 
sale,  without  notice,  upon  such  terms  and  at  such  price  as  the  com- 
pany or  its  oflicers  may  deem  reasonable,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  be  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  company  as  agreed  and  liquidated 
damages  to  the  company  for  the  breach  of  said  agreement. 

The  parties  hereto  have  fixed  upon  the  said  stock,  and  the  proceeds 
thereof,  as  liquidated  damages,  because  of  the  difficulty  in  establish- 
ing, in  a  court  of  law,  the  actual  damage  that  would  be  suffered  by 
the  company  in  the  event  of  the  refusal,  neglect  or  omission  to  per- 
form this  agreement,  and  in  order  to  avoid  the  difficulty  of  such 
proof. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  vendor  and  the  company  have  respectively 
caused  this  agreement  to  be  executed  by  their  respective  presidents 
and  their  respective  corporate  seals  to  be  hereto  attached  pursuant 
to  resolutions  of  their  respective  boards  of  directors,  the  day  and  year 
first  above  written. 
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being  the  cost  of  production  with  a  slight  profit  added 
thereto,  sufficient  to  cover  incidental  expenses  merely.  The 
prices  at  which  said  goods  were  to  be  nominally  sold  by  said 
so-called  vendors  to  said  company  are  set  forth  in  the  sched- 
ule attached  to  said  ^^  Exhibit  1 "  and  marked  ^'A." 

Said  agreement  further  nominally  provided  that  the  goods 
pretended  to  be  acquired  by  the  company,  from  the  so-called 
vendor,  which  were  to  be  sold  by  jobbers,  should  be  so  sold  by 
the  company  and  not  by  the  vendor,  for  the  account  of  the 
company,  but  that  the  goods  acquired  by  the  company  from 
the  so-called  vendor,  which  should  be  sold  to  wholesalers 
other  than  jobbers,  should  be  sold  by  the  so-called  vendor  for 
the  account  of  the  company. 

The  schedule  attached  to  said  agreement  contained  a  list 
of  prices  for  all  commodities  in  the  wall  paper  line,  which 
were  called  "  List "  or  "  Road  price,"  and  said  contract  pro- 
vided that  sales  made  to  jobbers  should  be  made  at  dis- 
counts from  said  "List"  or  "Road  prices"  fixed  in  the 
schedule  marked  "  B,"  annexed  to  said  "  Exhibit  1,"  but  that, 
in  all  cases  in  which  the  goods  were  manufactured  at  places 
other  than  the  cities  of  New  York  or  Philadelphia,  and  sold 
to  jobbers,  the  vendor  should  equalize  the  freights  with  either 
of  the  said  cities,,  out  of  the  proceeds  receivable  for  such 
goods. 

[243]  In  reality,  the  agreement  was,  and  so  the  business 
was  carried  on,  that  the  manufacturers  should  maintain 
sample  rooms  and  selling  agents,  and  should  solicit  and  re- 
ceive the  orders  from  all  wholesalers,  whether  jobbers  or  so- 
called  "  Road  "  or  "  Quantity  buyers ;  "  that  the  entire  busi- 
ness should  be  done  by  said  so-called  vendors,  but  payments 
should  be  made  by  the  jobbers  to  the  so-called  company,  and 
by  the  wholesalers,  other  than  jobbers,  directly  to  tiie  so- 
called  vendors. 

Said  contract  further  provided,  in  order  to  protect  said 
corporations  and  firms  against  competition  from  each  other, 
and  to  insure  against  violation  of  said  agreement,  or  any  of 
them,  that,  from  time  to  time,  invoices  should  be  supplied, 
at  once  to  the  customer  and  to  the  company,  upon  shipment 
and  delivery  of  such  goods,  specifying  quantities  and  road 
prices;  that  each  vendor  should  furnish  to  the  company,  at 
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periods  stated,  just,  true,  and  sworn  statements  of  all  ship- 
ments and  deliveries  of  merchandise  made  by  the  vendors 
direct  to  the  purchasers,  which  statements  should  contain 
the  names  of  the  purchasers,  the  character  of  the  goods  sold, 
and  the  prices  at  which  they  were  sold,  so  that  the  company 
might  receive  the  difference  between  the  prices  at  which  the 
goods  were  nominally  billed  to  said  company,  and  at  which 
they  were  sold  to  the  purchaser,  to  the  end  that  this  differ- 
ence, being  the  net  profits  derived  from  such  purchase  and  sale, 
should  be  divided  among  such  corporations  and  firms,  in 
proportion  to  the  capacity  of  their  respective  businesses, 
determined  as  aforesaid,  without  regards  to  the  amount  sold 
by  each. 

The  prices  at  which,  and  the  terms  upon  which,  goods 
were  to  be  sold  by  the  vendors  to  all  wholesalers  other  than 
jobbers,  were  designated  "  Road "  or  "  List "  prices,  and 
were  contained  in  the  schedule  marked  "  C,''  annexed  to  said 
"  Exhibit  17'  and  forming  a  part  thereof. 

For  the  further  purpose  of  carrying  out  said  agreement, 
and  ascertaining  said  net  profits,  and  for  further  disguising 
the  real  nature  of  the  transaction,  it  was  provided  that  the 
so-called  vendor  should  receive  from  sales  made  by  it  to  so- 
called  [244]  "  Quantity  buyers,*'  the  difference  between  the 
discounts  allowed  to  those  designated  in  the  classification 
hereinbefore  referred  to  as  "  Second-class  jobbers  "  and  the 
discounts  provided  in  said  agreement  to  be  made  to  pur- 
chasers styled,  in  said  schedules, "  Quantity  buyers  "  in  which 
the  vendor  is  allowed  the  quantity  discount,  except  that, 
where  special  and  exclusive  goods  were  sold,  there  should  be 
an  allowance  of  thirty  (30  per  cent)  per  cent  discount  to  said 
vendor. 

Said  agreement  further  stipulated  that  the  prices  of  goods 
as  fixed  by  said  schedules  A  and  C  might  be  altered  from  time 
to  time,  but  the  discounts  allowed  to  jobbers  should  not  be 
altered  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  the  agreement. 

Said  written  contract  further  provided  that  the  so-called 
vendor  should  make  collections  of  accounts  for  goods  sold 
to  wholesalers  other  than  the  jobbers,  but  that  the  company 
should  collect  the  proceeds  of  sales  to  the  jobbers,  and  that 
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aocountB  should  be  stated  between  the  so-called  vendors  and 
the  company  at  stated  periods,  and  the  amount  accompanied 
by  payment,  by  the  so-called  vendor,  to  the  so-called  com- 
pany, of  the  difference  between  the  prices  at  which  the  goods 
were  to  be  billed  to  the  company  and  the  prices  at  which  the 
so-called  vendors  had  agreed  to  charge  the  '^Quantity 
buyers." 

It  was  further  stipulated  in  said  agreement  that  monthly 
divisions  should  be  made  by  said  company  of  at  least  thirty 
(30)  per  cent  of  the  '^Boad  prices"  of  goods  shipped  to 
jobbers  by  the  company. 

For  the  further  purpose  of  protecting  said  corporations 
and  firms  and  individuals  from  each  other,  preventing  and 
stifling  competition,  and  enforcing  said  combination,  trust 
and  monopoly,  each  of  said  corporations  and  vendors  gave 
the  company  the  right,  and  made  it  the  duty  of  the  company, 
to  audit  the  books  of  account  of  said  so-called  vendors,  at 
such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  the  company  might  from 
time  to  time  deem  necessary  or  proper.  It  was  further  stipu- 
lated that  this  right  to  examine  and  audit  the  books  was  of 
the  essence  of  the  agreement,  and  that  a  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  so-called  ven-  [245]  dor,  to  permit  the  same,  should 
operate  as  a  breach  of  the  contract,  entitling  the  company  to 
abrogate  the  agreement,  to  recover  such  damages  as  it  might 
be  able  to  establish,  and  to  the  forfeiture  of  the  stock  held 
by  said  vendor  in  such  company. 

It  was  further  provided  that  said  so-called  company  should 
appoint  an  auditing  committee  from  its  directors,  which 
should  establish  such  a  system  of  bookkeeping  as  it  thought 

advisable. 

«  «  «  *  *  «  « 

It  was  further  a  part  of  said  agreements,  though  not  re- 
duced to  writing,  save  as  it  set  forth  in  said  exhibit,  that 
all  jobbers  and  other  wholesalers  of  wall  paper  should  be 
forced  to  sign  an  agreement,  binding  themselves  to  purchase 
their  entire  stock  of  wall  paper,  nominally  either  from 
plaintiff  or  from  said  corporations  or  firms,  at  prices  fixed 
in  said  ^  Exhibit  1,"  and  that  they  should  only  sell  at  prices 
fixed  in  the  schedules  attached  to  said  ''  Exhibit  1,"  under 
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the  penalty,  which  the  combination  of  all  of  said  corpora- 
tions and  firms  enabled  them  to  enforce,  that  such  jobbers 
or  wholesalers,  in  case  of  refusal  to  accede  to  the  terms  so 
imposed,  or  in  case  of  violation  thereof,  should  be  unable 
to  buy  wall  paper;  should  be  driven  out  of  business,  and 
should  sacrifice  the  good-will  and  capital  therein  invested. 

In  the  further  carrying  out  of  said  purpose,  said  plaintiff 
and  other  persons,  natural  or  artificial,  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  wall  paper  in  different  States  of  the 
Union,  and  in  trade  and  commerce  between  the  several  States 
and  foreign  countries,  whose  names  and  locations  these  de- 
fendants are  unable  to  state,  entered  into  contracts  substan- 
tially similar  to  "Exhibit  1,"  except  that,  instead  of  such 
persons  pledging  stock  in  plaintiff  as  security  for  the  per- 
formance, by  them,  of  the  stipulations  of  said  contract,  they 
gave  other  security,  the  nature  of  which  these  defendants 
are  unable  to  state,  and  which  such  other  persons  assume 
obligations,  and  gave,  to  said  plaintiff,  rights  and  powers, 
and  said  plaintiff  exercised,  as  to  them,  such  rights  and 
powers,  as  were  created  by  said  instru[246]ment  "Exhibit 
1,'*  and  were  exercised  by  plaintiff  and  its  oflicers  and  direc- 
tors in  relation  to  the  persons,  natural  or  artificial,  who  were 
theretofore  members  of  such  combination  and  trust 

In  the  further  carrying  out  of  said  scheme  to  stifle  compe- 
tition; to  restrain  commerce  between  the  States  and  Terri- 
tories of  the  United  States  and  with  foreign  countries;  to 
unduly  and  unreasonably  enhance  prices,  it  was  further 
agreed  between  the  members  of  said  combination  and  trust, 
that  the  so-called  directors  of  plaintiff,  being  really  a  com- 
mittee appointed,  as  aforesaid,  by  said  the  members  of  said 
trust  or  combination,  should  arbitrarily  classify  the  whole- 
sale dealers  of  wall  paper  in  the  United  States  and  Terri- 
tories thereof,  into  two  (2)  classes,  namely,  jobbers  and 
"Road"  or  "Quantity  buyers;"  that  they  diould  further 
arbitrarily  classify  the  jobbers  into  "  first  class,"  and  "  second 
class"  and  "third  class"  jobbers;  that  they  should  further 
arbitrarily  classify  the  other  wholesalers  into  "  Road  "  or 
*'  Quantity  buyer,"  and  "  Special  buyers ;"  that,  being  thus 
classified,  they  should  all  be  compelled  to  sign  written  agre^ 
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ments^  nominally  with  said  company,  really  with  said  mem- 
bers of  said  combination  or  trust,  obligating  them  to  buy 
their  entire  stock  of  merchandise  from  said  company. 

A  copy  of  said  agreement  so  to  be  signed  by  said  jobbers, 
ip.  attached  hereto,  marked  ^^  Exhibit  2 ''  [which  is  in  mar- 
gin*] and  [247  J  made  part  hereof,  the  same  being  printed 

'  Exhibit  2. 

An  agreement  made  this  —  day  of ,  in  the  year  one  thoa- 

sand  eight  hundred  and  nlnety-eig^t,  between  the  Continental  Wall 
Paper  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  Stute 
of  New  York,  (hereinafter  called  the  company),  party  of  the  first 

Iiart,  and ,  of ,  (hereinafter  called  the  Jobber). 

party  of  the  second  part 

In  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one  dollar,  paid  by  the  Jobber  unto 
the  company  for  granting  of  this  agreement,  the  receipt  whereof  is 
hereby  acknowledged,  and  other  valuable  considerations,  it  is  agreed 
between  the  parties  hereto  as  follows: 

First  That  the  company  will  sell,  subject  to  such  credit  limitation 
as  it  may  impose,  and  the  Jobber  will  purchase  the  entire  require- 
ments  of  the  Jobber  in  his  business  of  selling  wall  paper  for  the  busi- 
ness year  ending  July  1, 18d9,  to  the  amount  of  a  gross  value,  without 

diacounta,  of  ,  the  Jobber  reserving  to  himself  the  right  to 

purchase  such  merchandise  as  he  may  need  in  excess  of from 

others. 

The  company  is  to  deliver  the  goods  without  additional  charge 
f.  o.  b.  at  New  York  or  Philadelphia,  or  to  equalize  freights  from  he 
places  at  which  it  makes  dellTeries  to  either  of  said  cities. 

Second.  The  Jobber  shall  be  allowed  discounts  at  the  rates  shown 
in  the  accompanying  schedule,  marked  "A,"  which  is  hereby  embodied 
in  this  agreement  as  a  part  thereof. 

The  terms  of  payment  to  be  as  follows :  Four  months  from  the  date 
of  invoice,  with  discount  at  the  rate  of  1  per  cent  per  month  for 
anticipa^  payment;  provided  settlement  be  made  within  30  days 
from  date  of  shipment,  either  by  cash  or  note.  Invoices  for  all 
goods  shipped  between  October  15  and  March  1  to  take  the  latter  date. 
Third.  Attached  hereto,  marked  "B,"  is  a  schedule  of  the  road 
prices  at  which  the  company  sells  its  goods  for  the  term  embraced 
in  this  contract  to  dealers  other  than  Jobbers,  and  also  a  statement 
of  discounts  allowed  to  such  customers  other  than  Jobbers  for  quan- 
tity purchases,  together  with  the  terms  of  credit  and  freight  allow- 
ance to  which  such  customers  are  entitled. 

It  Is  an  essential  condition  of  this  agreement  that  the  Jobb<^r  will 
not  directly  or  indirectly  sell  or  offer  for  sale  any  of  the  merchan- 
dise purchased  from  the  company  hereunder  at  lower  prices  or  upon 
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forms  with  blanks  for  names,  dates  and  amounts  of  pur- 
chases. 

To  coDoeal  the  fact  that  it  was  an  agreement  to  purchase 
from  no  one  but  said  company,  and  the  members  of  said 
combination  and  trust,  the  amount  of  purchases  made  by  the 
buyer,  in  the  previous  year,  from  all  the  members  of  said 
combination  or  trust,  being  the  entire  amount  of  purchases 
made  by  such  [248]  buyer,  during  the  preceding  year,  was 
ascertained,  and  an  amount  at  least  double  thereof,  being 
an  amount  supposed  to  be,  and  which  was  in  fact,  more  than, 
by  any  possibility,  could  be  needed  by  such  buyer,  was  in- 
serted in  said  blank  as  the  amount  to  be  purchased  by  such 
buyer  from  the  company. 

By  said  agreement,  the  prices  to  be  paid  by  the  jobber  were 

fixed  according  to  the  class  in  which  he  was  arbitrarily 

placed,  at  prices  enumerated  in  schedules  B,  attached  to  said 

"  Exhibit  1,"  and  the  prices  at  which,  alone,  said  jobber 

could  sell,  were  fixed  as  shown  by  schedule  C,  attached  to 

said  "  Exhibit  1." 

«  «  *  *  *  #  * 

Schedule  A  attached  to  said  "  Exhibit  2  "  is  the  same,  so 
far  as  relates  to  jobbers  of  the  class  with  whom  the  agreement 
is  made,  as  the  corresponding  provisions  of  schedule  B,  at- 
tached to  said  ''  Exhibit  1  ^'  and  schedule  B,  attached  to 
"  Exhibit  2  "  is  the  same  as  schedule  C,  attached  to  "  Ex- 
hibit 1."  The  members  of  said  combination  and  trust,  and 
said  plaintiff,  further  to  carry  out  said  agreement,  compelled 
all  other  wholesale  and  quantity  buyers  to  sign  agreements 
in  the  form  attached  to  this  answer,  marked  ''Exhibit  3" 

better  or  more  favorable  terms  than  those  shown  Ir  achecfble  "B/' 
the  intent  hereof  being  to  assure  the  company  a^inst  the  use  by  the 
jobbers  of  this  agreement  to  undersell  the  company. 

The  prompt  performance  by  the  Jobber  of  the  proviRioas  of  ttils 
agreement  as  to  payment  and  otherwise  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
exacting  the  continuous  performance  of  said  agreement  by  the 
company. 

In  witness  whereof  the  company  has  caused  this  instrument  to  be 
executed,  and  the  jobber  has  hereunto  set  his  hand,  the  day  and 
year  first  above  written. 


'-^ 
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[mrhich  is  in  the  margin <»],  and  [319]  filed  herewith;  the 
same  being  a  printed  form  with  blanks  for  signatures  and 
Itaving  attached  thereto  the  prices  shown  in  schedule  C, 
attecbed  to  ^  Exhibit  1,"  which  are  the  list  prices  referred  to 
in  said  agreement 

All  said  agreements,  ^^  Exhibits  1, 2,  and  3  "  were  drawn  for 
the  purpose,  and  with  the  intent  of  disguising  the  real  nature 
of  the  transaction  and  the  real  purpose,  as  herein  set  forth. 
In  further  carrying  out  said  combination  and  with  said 
purpose  and  intent,  agreements  were  made  by  plaintiff  and 
tiie  members  of  said  combination  and  trust,  and  per£K>ns.  nat- 
ural and  artificial,  in  the  Dominicm  of  Canada,  by  which 
c»aeh  agreed  not  to  compete  with  the  other,  nor  cut  prices,  the 
Americans  in  Canada,  the  Canadians  in  the  United  States. 
On,  before  and  after  said  first  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1898, 
this  defendant  had  a  large  and  profitable  business  of  long 
standing,  possessing  a  Valuable  good  will,  and  in  which  they 
had  a  large  capital  invested,  being  what  is  generally  called 
the  business  of  a  jobber  or  wholesaler  of  wall  paper  in  the 
State  of  Ohio  and  throughout  the  States  and  Territories  of 
the  United  States. 


«  Exhibit  3. 

In  oonslderation  of  your  having  aold  ns  waU  paper,  etc.,  at  list 
prices  and  at  quantity  discounts  as  per  foUowing  schedule: 


Per  cent. 


T7p  to  5)  cents.  Jnclusive. 
6  to  •oBati,  tawhisiTe — 
10  to  16  cents,  faiolusive.. 

IftOBtllBdup 


Rolls. 

Per  cent. 

Rolls. 
1.200 

(00 

5 

:m 

n 

(.00 

200 

10 

400 

100 

10 

200 

10 
12J 
15 
U 


Discount  on  borders  and  ceiling  papers  follow  the  discounts  on  the 
hangings  they  match. 

IHain  ingrains. 

Vamiflli  tlles^  200  rolls  or  more,  10  per  cent 

Ingrain  borders,  26  rolls  of  a  Und,  10  per  cent. 

Ingrain  borders,  50  rolls  or  over,  15  per  cent 

We  hereby  agree  not  to  sell  any  of  such  goods  to  others  on  terms 
better  or  more  favorable  than  those  specified  in  the  above  schedule  nor 
lower  tlian  said  list  prices,  and  onr  fbithful  performance  of  this  agree- 
ment iB  a  condition  precedent  to  the  filing  of  our  order. 

The  intent  hereof  is  to  protect  you  fully  against  being  undersold 
by  OS  among  customers  to  whom  you  do  allow  quantity  discounts. 
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The  defendant  and  all  other  persons  engaged  in  the  whole- 
sale wall  paper  business,  at  the  beginning  of  each  season, 
which  commenced  in  September  and  closed  the  first  of  July, 
following,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade,  bought  from 
the  various  persons  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
wall  paper  in  the  United  States,  being  the  persons,  members 
of  said  combination  and  monopoly,  their  stock  of  wall  paper 
to  be  sold  by  them  during  the  ensuing  year,  such  stock  to  be 
manufactured  for  them  from  samples  submitted  at  the  be- 
ginning of  said  season,  in  wholesale  lots,  and  those  for  de- 
fendant to  be  shipped  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  there  resold 
by  defendant,  from  time  to  time,  to  retail  dealers  throughout 
the  States  of  Ohio,  Kentucky,  [260]  Indiana,  Illinois,  and 
other  States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States. 

At  said  time  said  members  of  said  combination  and  trust 
having,  by  the  agreements  and  acts  aforesaid,  obtained  the 
control  of  the  wall  paper  trade  throughout  the  United  States, 
at  once  greatly  advanced  the  price  of  said  wall  paper,  and 
threatened  defendant  that,  unless  it  signed  said  agreement, 
^^  Exhibit  2,^  no  wall  paper  would  be  sold  to  it;  that  said 
.combination  would  make  it  impossible  for  it  to  buy  wall 
paper,  or  to  continue  its  business,  and  would  drive  it  out  of  its 
said  business,  and  compel  it  to  sacrifice  the  good  will  owned 
by  it  as  aforesaid,  and  the  capital  invested  by  it  in  said 
business. 

Said  combination  or  trust  then,  and  from  that  time  there- 
after, until  the  first  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1900,  had  the  power, 
by  means  of  said  combination  and  said  agreements,  and  the 
will,  to  carry  out  its  said  threats,  and  deprive  these  defend- 
ants or  any  person,  firm  or  corporation  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  selling  wall  paper  in  the  United  States,  of  the  power 
to  obtain  wall  paper  for  its  or  their  trade,  and  the  will  and 
the  power  to  drive  out  of  business  any  person,  firm,  or 
corporation  engaged  in  the  business  of  selling  wall  paper; 
deprive  them  of  their  good  will,  and  compel  them  to  sacri- 
fice  the  capital  invested  in  the  business. 

In  like  manner,  by  the  same  means,  all  other  jobbers  and 
wholesalers  of  wall  paper  in  the  United  States,  and  all  per- 
sons engaged  in  commerce  in  the  wall  paper  trade  between 
the  several  States  of  the  Union  and  foreign  countries,  were 
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compelled  to,  and  did  sign  the  agreements  attached  to  this 
ansmrer,  as  ^^  Exhibits  2  and  3." 

Xhe  immediate,  intended  and  direct  effect  of  the  said  com- 
bination and  agreements  was  the  stifling  of  competition  be- 
t^^een  said  manufacturers  and  vendors  of  wall  paper,  and 
betT^een  the  jobbers  and  wholesalers  thereof,  and  to  unduly 
enhance  the  price  of  wall  paper,  making  it  one-half  more 
than  the  price  which  it  would  be  had  the  same  been  left  to 
free  and  unrestrained  competition;  to  compel  said  jobbers 
and  whole  [  251  ]salers  to  pay  such  unduly  enhanced  and  un- 
reasonable price  to  plaintiff,  and  to  members  of  said  combina- 
tion, and  to  exact  from  others  an  unduly  enhanced  price. 

After  the  making  of  said  agreements,  as  before,  the  mem- 
bers of  such  combination  solicited  and  received  orders  from 
this  defendant,  and  all  other  wholesalers;  filled  their  orders; 
charged  the  prices  fixed  in  said  schedules  attached  to  said 
"  ^Exhibit  1 "  and  directed  that  payment  for  such  merchan- 
dise should  be  made  by  t(ie  jobbers  to  said  plaintiff  combina- 
tion for  said  several  members  of  said  combination  and  trust, 
to  be  divided  in  the  manner  aforesaid.  Said  combination 
contrived,  intended  and  did  prevent  free  and  unrestrained 
competition  between  the  producers,  and  between  the  pur- 
chasers of  wall  paper,  and  between  the  jobbers  and  whole- 
salers of  wall  paper  throughout  the  United  States. 

Defendant  avers  that  said  plaintiff,  and  the  members  of 
said  combination  as  aforesaid,  being  more  than  two  persons, 
firms,  corporations,  partnerships,  and  associations,  combined 
capital  and  skill  for  each  and  all  of  the  following  purposes, 
to  wit:  To  create  restrictions  in  trade  and  commerce;  to  carry 
out  restrictions  in  trade  and  commerce ;  to  limit  the  product 
of  wall  paper;  to  reduce  the  production  of  wall  paper;  to 
increase  the  price  of  wall  paper;  to  prevent  competition  in 
the  manufacturing  and  making  of  wall  paper;  to  prevent 
competition  in  the  sale  of  wall  paper;  to  prevent  competi- 
tion in  the  purchase  of  wall  paper;  to  fix  a  standard  or 
figure  whereby  its  price  to  the  public  or  consumer  should  be 
controlled  and  established  as  to  an  article  or  commodity  of 
merchandise,  to  wit:  Wall  paper  intended  for  sale,  use  and 
consumption  in  the  States  of  Ohio,  Indiana,  Kentucky,  and 
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Illinois;  to  make  and  enter  into  contracts,  obligations  and 
agreements  by  which  they  bound  themselves  not  to  sell  ot 
dispose  of  wall  paper  below  a  common  standard  fignne  or 
fixed  value;  to  carry  out  contracts,  obligations  and  agree- 
ments  by  which  they  bound  themselves  not  to  sell  or  diqxxBe 
of  wall  paper  below  a  common  standard  figure  or  fixed  value; 
to  make  and  enter  into  contracts,  obligations  [25S)  and 
agreements  by  which  they  agreed  to  keep  the  price  of  wall 
paper  at  a  fixed  or  graduated  figure;  to  cany  out  contracts, 
obligations  and  agreements  by  which  they  agreed  to  keep  the 
price  of  wall  paper  at  a  fixed  or  graduated  figure;  to  make 
and  enter  into  contracts,  obligations  and  agceemoits  by 
which  they  established  and  settled  the  price  of  wall  paper 
between  themselves  and  between  themselves  and  others,  so 
as  to  both  directly  and  indirectly  preclude  a  free  and  unre- 
stricted competition  among  themselves,  and  among  them- 
selves and  purchasers,  and  among  purchasers  in  the  sale  of 
wall  paper;  to  carry  out  contracts,  obligations  and  agree* 
ments  by  which  they  established  and  settled  the  price  of 
wall  paper  between  themselves  and  themselves  and  others,  so 
as  to  both  directly  and  indirectly  preclude  a  free  ajid  un- 
restricted competition  both  between  themselves,  and  between 
themselves  and  purchasers,  and  between  purchasers  in  the 
sale  of  wall  paper;  to  make  and  enter  into  contracts,  obli- 
gations and  agreements  by  which  they  agreed  to  pool,  com- 
bine, and  both  directly  and  indirectly  unite  the  interests  they 
had  connected  with  the  sale  of  wall  paper  so  that  its  price 
might  be  affected;  to  carry  out  contracts,  obligations  and 
agreements  by  which  they  agreed  to  pool,  combine  and  both 
directly  and  indirectly  unite  the  interests  that  they  had  con- 
nected with  the  sale  of  wall  paper  so  that  its  price  might  be 
affected. 

Said  contracts  and  agreements  were  each  and  all  oombina- 
tions  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  several  States,  and  with  foreign  nations,  and  had 
the  intent  and  effect  of  restraining  trade  and  commerce  be- 
tween the  several  States  and  with  foreign  nations,  and  were 
an  attempt,  by  combinations  and  conspiracy,  between  the 
members  of  said  combination  and  trust  to  monopolize  the 
trade  and  commerce  in  wall  paper  among  the  several  States 
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and  with  foreign  nations,  and,  by  said  contracts,  and  the  acts 
done  by  members  thereof,  and  by  said  plaintiff  under  and  in 
pursuance  thereof  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  members  of 
said  combination  or  trust  did  monopolize  and  attempt  to 
monopolize  the  trade  and  [26S]  commerce  in  wall  paper 
amcmg  the  several  States  and  with  foreign  nations. 

In  further  carrjring  out  of  said  schrane  and  combination 
the  members  thereof  delivered  to  this  defendant,  in  the  year 
from  September,  A.  D.  1898,  to  September,  A.  D.  1899,  wall 
paper  for  which  this  defendant  paid  to  said  plaintiff,  for  and 
per  direction  of  the  members  of  said  combination,  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
fifty- four*  dollars  and  fourteen  cents  ($144,854.14), 

These  defendants  aver  that  the  prices  charged  in  said 
Exhibit  attached  to  said  amended  petition  [which  are  item- 
ized accounts  showing  each  article  and  the  price  therefor 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant] 
are  the  prices  fixed  and  determined  in  pursuance  of  and  by 
the  combination  or  trust  agreement^  as  above  set  forth^  and 
are  unrea>9onable^  tmjust  and  excessive  and  at  least  one-half 
more  than  they  would  otherwise  have  been.  In  transacting 
all  business  aforesaid^  at  all  said  times^  scad  business  was 
transacted  under  and  in  pursuance  of  said  combination  or 
trust  agreement^  and  for  the  purposes  and  each  of  them^ 
above  specified,  and  not  otherwise. 

The  allegations  in  said  plaintiff's  petition  set  forth  as  a 
suit  on  account  are  an  attempt  to  enforce,  carry  out  and  re- 
cover upon  and  by  virtue  of  said  unlawful  combination, 
aforesaid,  the  prices  fixed  by  such  combination,  and  the 
prices  therein  sought  to  be  recovered  for  said  merchandise 
are  unreasonable,  ^excessive  and  above  the  fair  market  price 
of  such  merchandise  by  more  than  the  amount  so  sought  to 
be  recovered* 

Each  and  all  of  the  provisions  of  said  contract  and  agree- 
ment between  said  members  of  said  combination  and  each 
other;  between  said  so-called  vendors  and  said  plaintiff; 
between  said  members  of  said  combination  and  said  plaintiff 
and  the  scM^alled  jobbers ;  between  the  members  of  said  com- 
bination  and   trust   and   said   plaintiff   and  the   so-called 
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"  Road  ^  or  "  Quantity  buyers,"  are  each  and  all  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
where  said  plaintiff  was  organized;  contrary  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  laws  of  the  [254]  State  of  Ohio,  where  the  mer- 
chandise was  delivered;  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  several 
States  where  each  of  the  members  of  said  combinations  did 
business;  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  and 
made  criminal  by  the  laws  of  each  of  said  several  States  and 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  and  each  and  all  of  said 
agreements  aforesaid  are  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  in 
violation  of  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  and  injurious  to 
the  interests  of  the  consumer  and  of  the  public. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  (after  making  the  above  statement) 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

The  Anti-Trust  Act  of  1890  declares  illegal  every  contract, 
combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspir- 
acy, in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  and  also  declares  it  to  be  a 
misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both, 
for  any  one  to  make  any  such  contract  or  to  engage  in  any 
such  combination  or  conspiracy.  §  1.  It  is  also  made  a  mis- 
demeanor, punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  for 
any  one  to  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine 
or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize, 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States 
or  with  foreign  nations.  §  2.  Similar  provisions  were  made 
in  reference  to  contracts,  combinations  in  the  form  of  trust 
or  otherwise,  or  conspiracies,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce in  any  Territory  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  or  between  any  such  Territory  or  another, 
or  between  any  such  Territory  or  Territories  and  any  State 
or  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia  or  with  foreign  nations, 
or  between  the  District  of  Columbia  and  any  State  or  States 
or  foreign  nations.  §  8.  The  act  further  provided  that  any 
person  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other 
person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful,  may  sue  therefor  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  where  the  def^id- 
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ant  resides  or  is  found,  without  regard  to  the  amount 
[866]  in  controversy,  and  recover  threefold  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  him.    §  3.    26  Stat.  209. 

The  defendant  contends  that  under  the  facts  admitted  bv 
the  demurr^  it  must  be  taken  that  the  Continental  Wal] 
Paper  Company  is  the  representative  in  this  suit  of  a  com- 
bination or  trust  formed  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  and 
monopolizing  trade  and  conmierce  among  the  several  States 
in  the  manufacturing,  buying,  selling  and  dealing  in  wall 
paper;  that  this  combination  has  the  direct  effect  to  accom- 
plish that  purpose;  that  the  defendant,  engaged  in  buying 
and  selling  wall  paper  in  Ohio  and  other  States,  was  com- 
pelled to  become  a  party  to  the  illegal  combination  or  go 
out  of  business;  that  the  account  in  suit  was  made  up,  as 
to  prices  and  terms  of  sale,  not  upon  the  basis  of  an  inde- 
pendent, collateral  contract  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  but 
with  direct  reference  to,  in  conformity  with  and  for  the 
object  of  enforcing  the  agreements  that  constituted,  or  out  of 
which  came,  the  illegal  combination  whose  business  is  car- 
ried on  under  the  name  of  the  Continental  Wall  Paper  Com- 
pany; that  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  upon  the  ac- 
count in  suit  will,  in  effect,  legally  and  practically  aid  the 
combination  to  reap  the  fruits  of  agreements  that  were  illegal 
under  the  acts  of  Congress,  and  the  making  of  which  was  de- 
clared by  that  act  a  crime;  consequently,  that  the  petition 
upon  the  facts  admitted  was  properly  dismissed. 

That  the  combination  represented  by  the  plaintiff  company 
is  within  the  prohibitions  of  the  above  act  of  Congress  is 
clear  from  the  facts  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  We  assume, 
therefore,  without  discussion — for  discussion  is  unneces- 
sary— ^that  there  is  a  combination,  of  which  the  Continental 
Wall  Paper  Company  is  the  representative,  and  that,  in 
violation  of  that  act,  such  combination  was  formed  with  the 
intent,  and  will  have  the  effect,  directly,  to  restrain  as  well 
as  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  States 
and  with  foreign  nations  as  involved  in  the  manufacture, 
sale  and  transportation  of  wall  paper  among  the  several 
States  and  with  foreign  nations.    This  part  of  the  case  is 

10e70*— 8.  Doc.  111.  62-1,  vol  8 83 
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forcibly  presented  by  the  Cir[266]cuit  Court  of  Appeals 
which,  in  its  opinion  delivered  by  Judge  Lurton,  ^ell  said: 

"The  conspiring  mills  were  situated  in  many  States.  The  con- 
sumers [of  wall  paper]  embraced  the  whole  cltisenship  of  the  United 
States.  The  Jobbers  and  wholesalers,  who  were  to  be  coerced  into 
contracts  to  buy  their  entire  demands  from  the  Gontlnoital  WaU 
Paper  Ck>mpany  or  be  driven  out  of  business,  were  in  every  Stat\ 
Before  the  combination  each  of  the  combining  companies  was  engaged 
in  both  State  and  interstate  commerce.  The  freedom  of  each,  with 
respect  to  prices  and  terms,  was  restrained  by  the  agreement  and 
interstate  commerce  directly  affected  thereby,  as  well  as  by  the  en- 
hancement of  prices  which  resulted.  A  more  complete  monopoly  In 
an  article  of  Universal  use  has  probably  never  been  brought  about. 
It  may  be  that  the  wit  of  man  may  yet  devise  a  more  complete  scheme 
to  accomplish  the  stifling  of  competition.  But  none  of  the  shifts 
resorted  to  for  suppressing  freedom  of  commerce  and  securing  undue 
prices,  shown  by  the  reported  cases,  is  half  so  complete  in  Its  details. 
None  of  the  schemes  with  which  this  may  be  compared  is  more  cer- 
tain In  results,  more  widespread  in  its  operation,  and  more  evil 
in  its  purposes.  It  must  fall  within  the  definition  of  a  '  restraint 
of  trade,'  whether  we  confine  ourselves  to  the  common  law  interpre 
tation  of  that  term  or  apply  that  given  to  the  term  as  used  In  the 
Federal  act,"  148  Fed.  Rep.  989,  947. 

But  it  is  contended  that  however  illegal  the  combination 
represented  by  the  plaintiff  may  be,  and  whatever  may  be  the 
effect  of  a  judgment  against  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  com* 
pany  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  under  the  principles  an- 
nounced in  ConnoUy  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.^  184  U.  S.  640. 
545.  Let  us  see  what  that  case  was  and  whether  it  may  not 
be  distinguished  from  the  one  now  before  us. 

The  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Company,  a  corporation  of  Ohio, 
doing  business  in  Illinois,  brought  suit  against  Connolly,  a 
citizen  of  Illinois,  upon  promissory  notes  giv^i  in  Illinois  on 
account  of  the  purchase  by  the  defendant  from  that  com- 
pany, under  contracts  made  in  that  State,  of  sewer  pip^ 
known  as  [257]  Akron  pipe.  It  also  b^ought  suit  against 
one  Dee,  a  citizen  of  Illinois,  upon  an  open  account  for  the 
value  of  similar  sewer  pipe  sold  to  him  under  a  written  con- 
tract, also  made  in  that  State.  In  each  case  the  defendant 
disputed  his  liability  i<x  the  value  of  the  goods  obtained 
from  the  Sewer  Pipe  Company  upon  the  ground  that  at  the 
time  of  their  respective  purchases  that  company  was  in  a  com- 
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bination  with  certain  fiims,  owpomtioDS  and  companies  en- 
gaged in  the  manufacture  of  Akton  pipe,  which  combina- 
tion, it  was  alleged,  was  in  illegal  restraint  of  trade,  and  for- 
bidden by  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  as  recognized 
and  ^iforced  both  in  Ohio  and  Illinois.  The  defense  was 
also  made  that  the  Sewer  Pipe  Company  was  a  combination 
doing  business  throughout  the  United  States  and  between 
Ohio  and  Illinois,  in  the  form  of  a  trust,  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  States,  contrary  not 
only  to  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  Congress  of  July  2d  1890,  c. 
647,  but  contrary  to  the  Illinois  Anti-Trust  statute  of  Jan- 
uary 1st  1898,  forbidding,  under  penalties,  the  combination 
of  capital,  skill  or  acts  for  certain  specified  purposes.  26 
Stat  209 ;  Laws  111.  1893,  p.  182 ;  Kurd's  Rev.  Stat.  HI.  1899, 
p.  618,  title  Criminal  Code. 

The  defense  based  upon  the  principles  of  the  common  law 
was  overruled  in  the  CannoUy  case,  the  court  saying : 

"Aflsomlng,  as  defendants  contend,  that  the  alleged  combination  was 
iUegal  If  tested  by  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  still  it  would 
not  foUow  that  they  could,  at  common  law,  refuse  to  pay  for  pipe 
bought  by  them  under  special  contracts  with  the  plaintiif.  The 
iUegaUty  of  such  combination  did  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  corpora- 
tion from  selling  pipe  that  it  obtained  from  its  constituent  companies, 
or  either  of  them.  It  could  pass  a  title  by  a  sale  to  any  one  desiring 
to  buy,  and  the  buyer  could  not  Justify  a  refusal  to  pay  for  what  he 
bought  and  received  by  proving  that  the  seller  had  previously,  in  the 
prosecution  of  its  business,  entered  Into  an  illegal  combination  with 
others  in  reference,  generally,  to  the  sale  of  Akron  pipe/* 

Again,  after  referring  to  several  cases  establishing  the 
general  [S68]  principle  that  a  court  will  not  lend  assistance 
to  carry  out  the  terms  of  an  illegal  contract,  and  that  one 
purchasing  and  receiving  goods  under  a  contract,  expressed 
or  implied,  to  pay  for  them,  cannot  refuse  to  pay  simply 
because  of  the  illegal  character  of  his  vendor,  the  court  pro- 
ceeded: 

**  In  tiie  present  [Connolly]  case  other  considerations  must  control. 
This  is  not  an  action  to  enforce  or  which  involves  the  enforcement  of 
the  alleged  arrangement  or  combination  between  the  plaintiff  cor- 
poration and  other  corporations,  firms  and  companies  in  relation  to 
the  sale  of  Akron  pipe.  As  already  suggested,  the  plaintiff,  even  if 
part  of  a  combination  Illegal  at  common  law,  was  not  for  that  reason 
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forbidden  to  sell  property  it  acqolred  or  hdd  for  ale  The  piirchasei 
by  the  defendants  had  no  Deoessaiy  or  direct  connection  with  the 
alleged  illegal  combination ;  for  the  contracts  between  the  defendants 
and  the  plaintiff  could  have  been  proven  without  any  reference  to  the 
arrangement  whereby  the  latter  became  an  illegal  combination.  If; 
according  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  the  Union  Sewer  Pipe 
Company  could  not  hare  sold  or  passed  title  to  any  pipe  It  received 
and  held  for  sale^  tiecanse  of  an  illegal  arrangement  previouiiy  made 
with  other  corporations,  firms  or  companies,  a  different  question  would 
be  presented.  But  we  are  aware  of  no  decision  to  the  effect  that  a 
sale  similar  to  that  made  by  the  present  plaintiff  to  the  defendants 
respectlTely  would,  in  itself,  be  illegal  or  TOid  under  the  principles  of 
the  common  law.  The  contracts  t>etween  the  plaintiff  and  the  respec- 
tive defendants  were.  In  every  sense,  collateral  to  the  alleged  agree- 
moit  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  corporations,  firms  or 
associations  whereby  an  illegal  combinatlcm  was  formed  for  the  sale 
of  sewer  pipe." 

Turning  to  the  defense  based  on  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of 
Congress,  the  court  in  the  CanndUy  case  said : 

"  Much  of  what  has  Just  been  said  in  referoice  to  the  first  specisl 
defense  based  on  the  common  law  is  applicable  to  this  part  of  the 
case.  If  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  corporation  and  the  other 
named  corporations,  persons,  and  companies  or  the  combination  [8M1 
thereby  formed,  was  illegal  under  the  act  of  Ongress,  then  aU  those, 
whether  persons,  corporations  or  associations,  directly  connected 
therewith,  became  subject  to  the  penalties  prescribed  by  Congress. 
But  the  act  does  not  declare  illegal  or  void  any  sale  made  by  sudi 
combination,  or  by  its  agents,  of  property  it  acquired  or  which  came 
into  its  possession  for  the  purpose  of  being  sold — such  property  not 
being  at  the  time  in  the  course  of  transportation  from  one  State  to 
another  or  to  a  foreign  country.  The  buyer  could  not  refuse  to  com- 
ply with  his  contract  of  purchase  upon  the  ground  that  the  seller  was 
an  Illegal  combination  which  might  be  restrained  or  suppressed  in  the 
mode  prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress;  for  Congress  did  not  declare 
that  a  combination  illegally  formed  under  the  act  of  1890  should  not 
in  the  conduct  of  its  business,  become  the  owner  of  property  which  It 
might  sell  to  whomsoever  wished  to  buy  it  So  that  there  is  no  neces- 
sary legal  connection  here  between  the  sale  of  pipe  to  the  defendants 
by  the  plaintiff  corporation  and  the  alleged  arrangement  made  by  it 
^ith  other  corporations,  companies  and  firms.  The  contracts  under 
which  the  pipe  in  question  was  sold  were,  as  already  said,  collateral 
to  the  arrangement  for  the  combination  referred  to,  and  this  is  not 
an  action  to  enforce  the  terms  of  such  arrangement  That  combina- 
tion may  have  been  illegal,  and  yet  the  sale  to  the  defendants 
valid." 
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Fuither: 

**  Nor  am  tbe  defendants  refuse  to  pay  for  what  they  bought  upon 
the  ground  that  the  seventh  section  of  the  Sherman  Act  gives  the 
right  to  any  person  'injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful'  by  the  act,  to  sue  and  recover  treble  the 
damage  sustained  by  htm.  We  shall  not  now  attempt  to  declare  the 
full  scope  and  meaning  of  that  section  of  the  act  of  Congress.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  the  action  which  it  authorizes  must  be  a  direct 
one,  and  the  damages  claimed  can  not  be  set  off  in  these  actions 
based  upon  special  contracts  for  the  sale  of  pipe  that  have  no  direct 
connection  with  the  alleged  arrangement  or  combination  between  the 
plaintiff  and  [260]  other  corporations,  firms  or  companies.  Such 
danuiges  can  not  be  said,  as  matter  of  law,  to  have  directly  grown  out 
of  that  arrangement  or  combination,  and  are,  besides,  unliquidated. 
Besides,  it  is  well  settled  in  Illinois  that  '  unliquidated  damages  aris- 
ing out  of  covenants,  contracts  or  torts  disconnected  with  plaintiff's 
claim  can  not  be  set  off  under  the  statute.'  '* 

We  need  not  here  refer  to  that  part  of  the  Connolly  case 
relating  to  the  defense  based  on  the  anti -trust  act  of  Illinois; 
for,  the  court  adjudged  that  act  to  be  void  because  of  a  cer- 
tain provision  in  it  which,  contrary  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  denied  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  to 
all  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  except  a 
named  favored  class. 

The  present  case  is  plainly  distinguishable  from  the  Con- 
nolly case.  In  that  case  the  defendant,  who  sought  to  avoid 
payment  for  the  goods  purchased  by  him  under  contract, 
had  no  connection  with  the  general  business  or  operations 
of  the  alleged  illegal  corporation  that  sold  the  goods.  He 
had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  formation  of  that  cor- 
poration, and  could  not  participate  in  the  profits  of  its  busi- 
ness. His  contract  was  to  take  certain  goods  at  an  agreed 
price,  nothing  more,  and  was  not  in  itself  illegal,  nor  part 
of  nor  in  execution  of  any  general  plan  or  scheme  that  the 
law  condemned.  The  contract  of  purchase  was  wholly  col- 
lateral to  and  independent  of  the  agreement  under  which 
the  combination  had  been  previously  formed  by  others  in 
Ohio.  It  was  the  case  simply  of  a  corporation  that  dealt  with 
an  entire  stranger  to  its  management  and  operations  and  sold 
goods  that  it  owned  to  one  who  wished  to  buy  them.  In 
short,  the  defense  in  the  Connolly  case  was  that  the  plaintiff 
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corporation,  although  owning  the  pipe  in  question  and  hav- 
ing authority  to  sell  and  pass  title  to  the  property,  was  pre- 
cluded by  reason  (done  of  its  illegal  character  from  having  a 
judgment  against  the  purchaser.  We  held  that  that  defense 
could  not  be  sustained  either  upon  the  principles  of  the 
common  law  or  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  (Congress. 

[261]  The  case  now  before  us  is  an  entirely  different  one. 
The  Continental  Wall  Paper  Company  seeks,  in  legal  effect, 
the  aid  of  the  court  to  enforce  a  contract  for  the  sale  and 
purchase  of  goods,  which,  it  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer  was 
in  fact  and  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  based  upon 
agreements  that  were  and  are  essential  parts  of  an  iUegal 
scheme.  We  state  the  matter  in  this  way,  because  the  plain- 
tiff by  its  demurrer  admits  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  the 
truth  of  all  the  facts  alleged  in  the  third  defense.  It  is 
admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  that  defense  that  the  account 
sued  on  has  been  made  up  in  execution  of  the  agreements 
that  constituted  or  out  of  which  came  the  illegal  combination 
formed  for  the  purpose  and  with  effect  of  both  restraining 
and  monopolizing  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
State& 

The  present  suit  is  not  based  upon  an  implied  contract  of 
the  defendant  company  to  pay  a  reasonable  price  for  goods 
that  it  purchased,  but  upon  agreements,  to  which  both  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were  parties,  and  pursuant  to 
which  the  accounts  sued  on  were  made  out,  and  which  had  for 
their  object,  and  which  it  is  admitted  had  directly  the  effect, 
to  accomplish  the  illegal  ends  for  which  the  Continental 
Wall  Paper  Company  was  organized.  If  judgment  be  given 
for  the  plaintiff  the  result,  beyond  all  question,  will  be  to  give 
the  aid  of  the  court  in  making  effective  the  illegal  agreements 
that  constituted  the  forbidden  combination.  These  considera- 
tions make  it  evident  that  the  present  case  is  different  from 
the  ConnoUy  case.  In  that  case  the  court  regarded  the  record 
as  presenting  the  question  whether  a  volimtary  purchaser  of 
goods  at  stipulated  prices,  under  a  collateral,  independent 
contract,  can  escape  an  obligation  to  pay  for  them  upon  the 
ground  merely  that  the  seller,  which  owned  the  goods  was  an 
illegal  combination  or  trust.  We  held  that  he  could  not,  and 
nothing  more  touching  that  question  was  decided  or  intended 


CONTINENTAL  WALL  PAPBB  00.  V,  VOTGHT  A  SONS  00.      513 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

to  be  decided  in  the  OonnoUy  ease.    The  question  here  is 
whether  the  plaintiff  company  can  have  judgment  upon  an 
acooiuit  which,  it  is  admitted  by  demurrer,  was  made  up, 
within  the  knowledge  of  [262]  both  seller  and  buyer,  with 
direct  reference  to  and  in  execution  of  certain  agreements 
under  which  an  illegal  combination,  represented  by  the  seller, 
was  organized.    Stated  shortly,  the  present  case  is  this :  The 
plaintiff  comes  into  court  admitting  that  it  is  an  illegal  com- 
bination whose  operations  restrain  and  monopolize  commerce 
and  trade  among  the  States  and  asks  a  judgment  that  will 
^ve  effect,  as  far  as  it  goes,  to  agreements  that  constituted 
that  combination,  and  by  means  of  which  the  combination 
proposes  to  accomplish  forbidden  ends.    We  hold  that  such 
a  judgment  can  not  be  granted  without  departing  from  the 
statutory  rule,  long  established  in  the  jurisprudence  of  both 
this  country  and  England,  that  a  court  will  not  lend  its  aid, 
in  anyway,  to  a  party  seeking  to  realize  the  fruits  of  an 
agreement  that  appears  to  be  tainted  with  illegality,  al- 
though the  result  of  applying  that  rule  may  sometimes  be 
to  shield  one  who  has  got  something  for  which  as  between  - 
man  and  man  he  ought,  perhaps,  to  pay,  but  for  which  he  is 
unwilling  to  pay. 

In  such  cases  the  aid  of  the  court  is  denied,  not  for  the 
benefit  of  the  defendant,  but  because  public  policy  demands 
that  it  should  be  denied  without  regard  to  the  intei*ests  of 
individual  parties.  It  is  of  no  consequence  that  the  present 
defendant  company  had  knowledge  of  the  alleged  illegal 
combination  and  its  plans  or  was  directly  or  indirectly  a 
party  thereto.  Its  interest  must  be  put  out  of  view  altogether 
when  it  is  sought  to  have  the  assistance  of  the  court  in  ac- 
complishing ends  forbidden  by  the  law. 
In  Hanauer  v.  Doane^  12  Wall.  342,  349,  this  court  said : 

"The  whole  doctrine  of  ayoldlng  contracts  for  Ulegality  and  im- 
morality is  founded  on  public  poUcy.  It  is  certainly  contrary  to 
public  policy  to  give  the  aid  of  the  courts  to  a  vendor  who  knew 
that  his  goods  were  purchased,  or  to  a  lender  who  knew  that  his 
money  was  borrowed,  for  the  purpose  of  being  employed  In  the  com- 
mission of  a  criminal  act,  inJuriouB  to  society  or  to  any  of  its 
membersL** 
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In  McMuUen  v.  Hofiman^  174  U.  S.  639,  654,  669,  where 
[868]  the  authorities  are  reviewed  and  the  whole  subject 
carefully  examined,  the  court  said : 

"  The  antborities  from  tbe  earliest  time  to  tbe  preeeot  unanimonsl}' 
hold  that  no  court  will  lend  its  asBlstance  in  any  way  towards  carry- 
ing out  the  terms  of  an  Illegal  contract"  (citing  many  English  and 
American  cases).  "The  court  refuses  to  enforce  such  a  contract, 
and  it  permits  defendant  to  set  up  its  illegality,  not  out  of  any  regard 
for  the  defendant  who  sets  it  up,  but  only  on  account  of  the  public 
interest  It  has  been  often  stated  in  similar  cases  that  the  defaise 
is  a  very  dishonest  one,  and  it  lies  ill  in  the  mouth  of  the  defendant 
to  allege  it,  and  it  is  only  allowed  for  public  considerations  and  in 
order  the  better  to  secure  the  public  against  dishonest  transactions 
To  refuse  to  grant  either  party  to  an  illegal  contract  Judicial  aid 
for  the  enforcement  of  his  alleged  rights  under  it  tends  strongly 
towards  reducing  the  number  of  such  transactions  to  a  minimum. 
The  more  plainly  parties  understand  that  when  they  ttiter  into  con- 
tracts of  this  nature  they  place  themselves  outside  the  protection  of 
the  law,  so  far  as  that  protection  consists  in  aiding  them  to  enforce 
such  contracts,  the  less  inclined  will  they  be  to  enter  into  them.  In 
that  way  the  public  secures  the  benefit  of  a  rigid  adherence  to  the 
law." 

In  that  case  the  principle  announced  in  CoppeU  v.  HaU^ 
7  Wall.  642,  648,  was  reaffirmed,  namely : 

"  Whenever  the  illegality  appears,  whether  the  evidence  comes  from 
one  side  or  the  other,  the  disclosure  is  fatal  to  the  case.  No  consent 
of  the  defendant  can  neutralize  its  effect.  A  stipulation  in  the  most 
solemn  form  to  waive  the  objection  would  be  tainted  with  the  vice 
of  the  original  contract,  and  void  for  the  same  reason.  Wherever  the 
contamination  reaches  it  destroya  The  principle  to  be  extracted  from 
all  the  cases  is,  that  the  law  will  not  lend  Its  support  to  a  claim 
founded  upon  its  violation." 

In  Embrey  v.  Jemison^  131  U.  S.  336,  348,  the  defendant, 
who  was  sued  upon  promissory  given  in  execution  of  a  pre- 
vious verbal  contract  that  was  illegal,  this  court  said  that 
he  could  not  "  be  permitted  to  withdraw  attention  from  thi^ 
[263]  feature  of  the  transaction  by  the  device  of  obtaining 
notes  for  the  amount  claimed  under  the  illegal  agreement; 
for  they  are  not  founded  on  any  new  or  independent  con- 
sideration, but  are  only  written  promises  to  pay  that  which 
the  obligor  had  verbally  agreed  to  pay.  They  do  not,  in  any 
just  sense,  constitute  a  distinct  or  collateral  contract  based 
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upon  a  valid  consideration.  Nor  do  they  represent  anything 
oJ  value  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  which,  in  good  con- 
science, belongs  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  his  firm.  Although  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  obligor  to  show  the  real  considera- 
tion, the  execution  of  the  notes  could  not  obliterate  the  sub- 
stantive fact  that  they  grew  immediately  out  of  and  are 
directly  connected  with  a  wagering  contract.  They  must, 
therefore,  be  regarded  as  tainted  with  the  illegality  of  that 
contract,  the  benefits  of  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  obtain 
by  this  suit.  That  the  defendant  executed  the  notes  with 
full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  is  of  no  moment.  The  defense 
he  makes  is  not  allowed  for  his  sake,  but  to  maintain  the 
policy  of  the  law.    CoppeU  v.  Hall,  7  Wall,  542,  558." 

In  Montague  <&  Go.  v.  Lowry^  193  U.  S.  38,  45,  46,  which 
involved,  in  part,  the  question  whether  a  particular  contract 
made  in  California  for  the  purchase  of  tiles  related  to  inter- 
state commeroB,  and  was  illegal,  the  court  said : 

"  The  provision  ^s  to  this  sale  is  but  a  part  of  the  agreement,  and 
It  is  so  united  with  the  rest  as  to  be  incapable  of  separation  without 
at  the  same  time  altering  the  general  purpose  of  the  agreement.  The 
whole  agreement  is  to  be  construed  as  one  piece,  in  which  the  manu- 
facturers are  parties  as  well  as  the  San  Francisco  dealers,  and  the 
refusal  to  sell  on  the  part  of  the  manufacturers  is  connected  with 
and  a  part  of  the  scheme  which  includes  the  enhancement  of  the  price 
of  tha  unset  tiles  by  the  San  Francisco  dealera  The  whole  thing  is 
so  bound  together  that  when  looked  at  as  a  whole  the  sale  of  unset 
tilee  ceases  to  be  a  mere  transaction  in  the  State  of  California,  and 
becomes  a  part  of  a  purpose  which,  when  carried  out,  amounts  to  and 
is  a  contract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce.*' 

[266 J  So,  in  Swift  &  Co.  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  875, 
896: 

"  The  scheme  as  a  whole  seems  to  us  to  be  within  reach  of  the  law. 
The  coiistitaent  elements,  as  we  have  stated  them,  are  enough  to  give 
to  the  scheme  a  body,  and  for  all  that  we  can  say,  to  accomplish  it 
MotttOTer,  whatever  we  may  think  of  them  separately,  when  we  take 
them  up  as  distinct  charges,  they  are  alleged  sufficiently  as  elements 
of  the  scheme.  It  is  suggested  that  the  several  acts  charged  are 
lawful  and  that  intent  can  make  no  difference.  But  they  are  bound 
together  as  the  parts  of  a  single  plan.  The  plan  may  make  the  parts 
unlawful.    Aikens  v.  Wisconsin,  196  U.  S.  194,  206.** 
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In  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Company  186  U.  S.  70,  87, 
88,  the  court,  after  referring  to  that  section  of  the  act  of 
Congress  relating  to  suits  by  the  Attorney  Greneral  and  by 
persons  injured  in  their  business  or  property,  said : 

"Assuming  that  the  plaintiff  is  right  so  far  as  regards  any  salt 
brought  under  that  act,  we  are  nevertheless  of  opinion  that  any  one 
sued  upon  a  contract  may  set-up  as  a  defense  that  it  ia  a  violatlou 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  and  if  found  to  be  so,  that  fact  will  constitute 
a  good  defense  to  the  action.  The  first  section  of  the  act  provides 
that  'every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust,  or  otherwise, 
or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  her^y  declared  to  be  illegal.'  Eh'ery 
person  making  such  a  contract  is  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  on  conviction  is  to  be  punished  by  fine  or  by  imprisonment,  or 
both.  As  the  statute  makes  the  contract  in  itself  illegal,  no  recovery 
can  be  had  upon  it  when  the  defense  of  illegality  is  shown  to  the  court 
The  act  provides  for  the  prevention  of  violations  thereof,  and  makes 
it  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Attorney  General,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent 
and  restrain  such  violations,  and  it  gives  to  any  person  Injured  in  his 
business  or  property  the  right  to  sue,  but  that  does  not  prevent  a 
private  individual  when  sued  upon  a  contract  which  is  void  as  in 
violation  of  the  act  from  setting  it  up  as  a  defense,  and  we  think 
when  proved  it  is  a  valid  de[2661fense  to  any  claim  made  under  a 
contract  thus  denounced  as  Illegal." 

Again,  in  the  recent  case  of  Loewe  v.  Lawlor^  208  U.  S.  274, 
301,  which  involved  the  inquiry  whether  certain  acts  oould 
be  regarded  as  in  restraint  of  inter-state  commerce,  the  court 
said: 

"  So  that,  although  some  of  the  means  whereby  the  Interstate  traffic 
was  to  be  destroyed  were  acts  within  a  State  and  some  of  them 
were  in  themselves  as  a  part  of  their  obvious  purpose  and  effect  be- 
yond the  scope  of  Federal  authority,  stiU,  as  we  have  seen  the  acts 
must  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and  the  plan  is  open  to  condemnation, 
notwithstanding  a  negligible  amount  of  intrastate  business  might  be 
affected  in  carrying  it  out  If  the  purpose  of  the  combination  was, 
as  alleged,  to  prevent  any  interstate  transportation  at  all,  the  fact 
that  the  means  operated  at  the  one  end  before  physical  transportation 
commenced  and  at  the  other  end  after  the  physical  transportation 
ended,  was  immaterial." 

See  also  Gibbs  v.  Baltimore  Gas  Oo.^  180  U.  S.  896,  412. 

The  adjudged  cases  all  hold  that  upon  the  question  whether 
the  particular  contract  sought  to  be  enforced  arises  out  of  an 
illegal  transaction,  the  court  will  not  be  restricted  to  a  partial 
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statement  of  the  facts  but  will  consider  all  the  circumstances 
connected  with  the  transaction  so  as  to  ascertain  its  real 
nature.  In  Addyaton  Pipe  db  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States^  175 
XJ.  S.  211,  247,  the  court  said  that 

**  an  the  facts  and  circnmstances  are,  however,  to  be  considered  in 
order  to  determine  the  fundamental  question  whether  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  combination  is  to  restrain  Interstate  commerce." 

Upon  the  whole  case,  and  without  further  citation  of  au- 
thorities, we  adjudge,  upon  the  admitted  facts,  that  the  com- 
bination, represented  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  was  illegal 
under  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  1890;  that  it  is  to  be  taken  as 
one  intended,  and  which  will  have  the  effect  directly,  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral States  and  with  foreign  States;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
can  not  have  a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  account  sued 
on,  because,  for  [267]  the  reasons  we  have  stated,  such  a  judg- 
ment would,  in  effect,  aid  the  execution  of  the  agreements 
which  constituted  that  illegal  combination.  We  consequently 
hold  that  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  properly  sustained 
the  third  defense,  and  rightly  dismissed  the  suit.  Its  judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed. 

It  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  with  whom  concurred  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer,  Mr.  Justice  White,  and  Mr.  Justice  Peckhah,  dis- 
senting: 

This  action  is  for  goods  admitted  to  have  been  sold  and 
delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  the  question 
arises,  as  has  been  explained,  on  demurrer  to  the  third  defense. 
The  elements  of  that  defense  may  be  stated  in  a  few  words. 
Nearly  all  the,  manufacturers  of  wall  paper  in  the  United 
States  formed  a  combination  which,  under  the  present  policy 
of  the  law,  was  an  illegal  attempt  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
trade  in  and  among  the  several  States.  As  a  part  of  the 
scheme  the  plaintiff  corporation  was  created,  which  by  the 
agreement  became  the  purchaser  of  the  products  of  the 
constituent  companies,  and  was  to  sell  the  same,  although 
the  constituent  companies  continued  to  manufacture  and  to 
carry  on  the  business  of  soliciting  orders.  The  only  material 
facts  about  this  agreement  are  that  under  it  the  plaintiff  got 
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title  to  the  goods,  that  it  fixed  prices  at  which  goods  were  to 
be  sold,  and  that  it  contemplated  compelling  the  jobbers  and 
others  who  bought  to  purchase  at  those  prices,  if  they  were 
to  get  any  paper  at  all.  The  conspirators  threatened  and  had 
the  power  to  drive  any  jobber  out  of  business  who  did  not 
come  in, 

In  pursuance  of  the  combination  and  its  purpose  the  de- 
fendant, a  jobbing  house,  and  all  other  jobbers,  were  com- 
pelled to  sign  a  contract  which,  in  effect,  bound  them  to  buy 
all  the  wall  paper  needed  in  their  business  from  the  plaintiff 
at  the  above-mentioned  prices,  and  which  made  it  an  ^  essen- 
tial condition  of  this  agreement "  that  they  should  not  sell 
at  lower  prices  [268]  or  upon  better  terms  than  those  at 
which  the  plaintiff  sold.  After  these  two  contracts  were 
made  the  defendant  ordered  the  goods  in  question  at  the 
prices  named.  It  is  alleged  that  those  prices  were  unreason- 
able, and  it  is  alleged,  repeatedly  and  with  much  detail,  that 
all  the  arrangements  were  made  and  all  the  business  was 
done  in  furtherance  of  the  plan  set  forth,  contrary  to  the  law 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  States  concerned,  and  in 
violation  of  the  defendant's  rights,  this  suit  being  the  final 
step  in  the  attempt  to  carry  out  the  plan. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  foregoing  facts  show  no  defense. 
I  will  consider  them  in  their  successive  degrees  of  connection 
with  the  affair,  and  in  the  first  place  will  take  up  the  terms 
of  the  actual  contracts  in  suit.  These  were  ordinary  parol 
pales  made  by  the  owner  of  goods.  The  suit  was  not  upon 
the  general  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 
That  by  itself  sold  nothing,  and  it  may  be  questioned  whethci 
it  purported  absolutely  to  bind  the  defendant  to  buy  a  roll 
of  paper.  See  Dennis  v.  Slyfield,  117  Fed.  Rfep.  474,  Ster- 
ling Coal  Co.  V.  8U7)er  Spring  Bleaching  cfe  Dyeing  Co.^  162 
Fed.  Rep.  848,  850.  The  actual  contracts  by  which  tlic 
plaintiff  bound  itself  to  deliver,  and  the  sales  under  which  it 
did  deliver  the  specific  goods  for  which  it  seeks  to  recover  the 
price,  were  made  after  the  making  of  the  general  agreement, 
as  it  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  that  agreement  that  they 
must  have  been,  and  as  is  alleged  by  the  answer  in  so  many 
words.    Each  was  a  separate  transaction.    There  is  nothing 
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alleged  oonceming  the  terms  of  these  parol  sales  that  has 
any  element  of  illegality  about  it. 

Next  as  to  the  effect  of  the  general  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  It  is  alleged  that  after  it  was 
made  the  members  of  the  combination  solicited,  received  and 
filled  orders,  and  charged  the  prices  fixed  in  the  original  com- 
bination agreement.  It  is  not  alleged  that  either  agreement 
"was  referred  to  even  by  implication.  The  sales  are  left  by 
the  answer  as  so  many  distinct  transactions.  But  if,  in  order 
to  help  the  defendant  to  escape,  we  are  to  infer  that  the  ordei*^ 
were  given,  with  implied  reference  to  the  general  contract 
what  ef[S69]fect  could  such  a  reference  have?  Plainly 
only  to  fix  the  price,  and  for  this  purpose  it  was  simply  a 
schedule,  figures  on  a  piece  of  paper  or  in  the  memory  of  the 
parties,  which  were  adopted  by  pointing  to  them  in  some 
way,  as  if  they  had  been  written  on  a  blackboard.  It  did 
not  matter  whether  the  document  pointed  at  was  lawful  or 
unlawful,  as  the  whole  business  was  done  by  the  later  con- 
tracts. See  Interstate  Consolidated  Street  By.  Co,  v.  Massa- 
chnsettsj  207  U.  S.  79,  84,  85. 

If  the  condition  in  the  general  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  made  it  bad,  still  it  went  only  to  that 
agreement  and  to  the  plaintiff's  promise  to  sell  at  certain 
prices,  not  to  any  subsequent  sales,  or  to  the  defendant's  title 
to  goods  got  under  subsequent  sales.  If  it  had  been  incor- 
porated in  any  way  into  the  specific  sales,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  consider  the  case  of  Cmoinnati,  Portsmouth^  Big 
Sandy  db  Pomeroy  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay^  200  U.  S.  179,  186. 
But  no  such  incorporation  is  alleged,  or  in  any  probability 
could  have  been  alleged.  So  I  think  that  I  may  assume  that 
the  parol  sales  were  made  no  worse,  on  their  face,  by  any 
refet^nce  to  the  content  of  the  general  agreement.  And  I 
may  add  that  the  unlawfulness  of  the  general  agreement 
would  not  make  the  sales  bad  from  the  outside,  so  to  speak, 
if  that  was  all  that  there  was  against  them.  A  lawful  pur- 
chase is  not  made  unlawful  merely  by  being  the  fulfillment 
of  an  unlawful  contract. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  real 
seUer  and  only  got  its  standing  from  the  general  agreement 
with  the  defendant,  and  that  therefore  it  had  to  rely  upon  an 
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illegal  contract  to  make  out  its  case.  But  the  defense  does 
not  deny  that  the  plaintiff  became  the  owner  of  the  goods 
or  that  the  manufacturers  sold  in  its  name  as  the  original 
combination  provided.  It  is  true  that  it  says  that  the 
arrangements  were  made  with  a  view  of  disguising  the  real 
transaction  and  purpose,  and  that  really  the  business  was  to 
be  done  by  the  manufacturers,  as  I  have  stated.  But  it  add:? 
that  payments  were  to  be  made  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  no- 
where suggest  that  the  first  contract  set  forth  did  not  operate, 
or  that  the  plaintiff  [270]  did  not  get  the  title  it  professed 
to  transfer.  Its  illegality  would  not  prevent  the  title  pass- 
^ing.  If  the  defendant  meant  to  deny  that  it  bought  from 
the  plaintiff  goods  which  the  plaintiff  owned,  it  was  very 
easy  to  deny  it  and  to  leave  the  plaintiff  to  set  up  the  agree- 
ment if  it  did  not  join  issue  as  it  naturally  would.  As  the 
defense  stands,  I  think  it  means,  as  I  have  no  doubt  is  the 
fact,  that  the  tedmical  legal  title  to  the  goods  was  in  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  purported  to  contract  with 
it,  the  manufacturers  selling  in  its  name. 

I  now  pass  to  the  more  remote  considerations  that  are  sup- 
posed to  have  a  greater  effect  It  is  said  that  (he  specific 
sales,  the  general  agreement  and  the  original  combination 
all  are  steps  in  one  illegal  plan,  and  that  the  plan  gives 
character  to  the  whole.  But  we  must  be  more  precise.  The 
plaintiff  alone  was  party  to  the  plan.  The  defendant  repre- 
sents itself  as  a  victim,  and  says  that  the  plan  was  against 
its  rights.  On  what  ground  then  does  the  illegal  purpose 
of  the  plaintiff  warrant  the  defendant  in  professing  to  buy 
its  goods  and  then  refusing  to  pay  for  them  t 

The  plaintiff's  unlawful  purpose  did  not  make  it  unlawful 
to  buy  the  plaintiff's  goods.  It  is  decided,  if  decision  is 
necessary,  that  a  purchaser  cannot  escape  merely  on  the 
ground  that  the  seller  is  an  unlawful  trust.  CawncUy  ▼• 
Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.^  184  U.  S.  640.  Chatta/nooga  Found^ry 
d!  Pipe  Works  v.  Atlanta,  203  U.  S.  390,  897.  I  repeat  that 
it  is  not  alleged  that  the  defendant  in  any  way  shared  the 
plaintiff's  intent,  but  to  go  further  than  I  need,  I  will  assume 
that  it  may  be  taken  to  have  made  the  general  contract  with 
knowledge  of  that  intent.  But  it  can  not  be  contended  that, 
therefore,  it  was  party  to  a  transaction  illegal  for  that  rea- 
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son.     Whenever  a  party  knows  that  he  is  buying  from  an 
illegal  tarust,  and  still  more  when  he  buys  at  a  price  that  he 
thinks  unreasonable  but  is  compelled  to  pay  in  order  to  get 
the  goods  he  neecj^,  he  knows  that  he  is  doing  an  act  in 
furtherance  of  the  unlawful  purpose  of  the  trust,  which 
always  is  to  get  the  most  it  can  for  its  wares.    But  that 
knowledge  makes  no  difference,  because  the  policy  of  not 
[271]  furthering  the  purposes  of  the  trust  is  less  important 
than  the  policy  of  preventing  people  from  getting  other 
peoples'  property  for  nothing  when  they  purport  to  be  buy- 
ing it.     And  if  knowledge  of  the  purchaser  that  he  is  fur- 
thering the  purpose  of  the  trust  makes  no  difference,  it  makes 
no  difference  whether  he  is  glad  or  sorry  for  the  result.    A 
man    does    not    make  conduct  otherwise  lawful  unlawful 
simply  by  yearning  that  it  should  be  so.    In  this  case  how- 
ever the  defendant  was  an  unwilling  accessory,  exactly  as 
Dee  was  in  the  OatmoUy  ease. 

The  effect  of  the  defendant's  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff's 
scheme  is  no  greater  because  it  signed  the  illegal  general 
contract.  I  think  that  I  have  shown  that  the  illegality  of 
that  contract,  taken  by  itself,  did  not  make  the  specific  sale 
illegal,  and  from  the  point  of  view  that  all  that  was  done 
was  a  carrying  out  of  the  plaintiff's  illegal  scheme,  it  does 
not  matter  to  the  legality  of  the  sales  whether  a  particular 
previous  step  was  legal  or  not.  If  knowledge  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  attempting  to  monopolize,  and  that  it  sold  at  prices 
fixed  in  aid  of  the  intent  would  not  exonerate  the  defendant 
when  it  yielded  to  its  necessities  and  bought,  the  same  knowl- 
edge would  have  no  greater  effect  if  the  same  necessities  led 
it  to  agree  beforehand  to  do  what  it  did. 

Perhaps,  in  order  to  answer  every  aspect  that  this  rambling 
defense  presents,  I  ought  to  say  in  conclusion  that  the  allega- 
tions that  the  price  was  unreasonable,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
threatened  and  had  power  to  drive  jobbers  out  of  business 
that  did  not  come  into  its  arrangement,  is  not  stated  in  such 
form  as  to  make  a  case  of  duress.  I  think  that  that  would 
have  been  the  strongest  ground  on  which  the  defense  could 
have  been  put^  Courts  and  legislation  sometimes  have  recog- 
nized that  the  so-called  freedom  to  contract  or  not  may  be 
made  illusory  by  the  economic  situation  of  one  of  the  parties. 
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Schlemmer  y.  Buffalo^  Rochester  db  Pittsburg  By.  Co.,  205 
U.  S.  1,  12.  It  would  be  extending  the  recognition  further 
than  it  yet  has  been  extended,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  to 
apply  it  to  a  case  like  this.  But  I  exprfss  no  opinion  upon 
its  possible  ap[278]plication  because,  as  I  have  said,  the 
allegations  are  not  directed  to  that  end,  and  do  not  sufficiently 
show  that  the  specific  purchases  were  induced  by  fear.  More- 
over, as  such  duress,  like  fraud,  goes  only  to  motives,  The 
Elisa  Lines,  199  U.  S.  119,  131,  if  the  frightened  or  de- 
frauded party  would  rescind  he  must  restore  the  considera- 
tion, or  at  least  be  ready  to  pay  the  reasonable  price,  of 
neither  of  which  is  there  any  hint. 

I  think  that  this  decision  must  mean  that  GonnoUy  v. 
UrUon  Sewer  Pipe  Co.,  184  U.  S.  540,  ought  to  have  been 
decided  the  other  way.  There,  as  here,  there  was,  or  was 
assumed  to  be,  an  illegal  trusts  In  furtherance  of  the  pur- 
poses of  the  trust  a  general  agreement  was  made  between  the 
trust  and  the  defendants,  the  purchasers,  which  required 
defendants  to  buy  from  the  plaintiff  alone  at  prices  alleged 
to  be  unreasonable,  they  receiving  a  rebate  upon  that  con- 
sideration, and  which  fixed  a  price  at  which  the  defendants 
would  sell.  There  was  just  as  much  of  a  scheme  and  just 
the  same  scheme  in  that  case  as  in  this.  In  both  the  de- 
fendants cooperated  as  victims  to  the  monopoly  in  precisely 
the  same  way.  The  facts  spoke  for  themselves,  and  were  the 
same.  Nothing  is  added  to  the  case  by  calling  the  arrange- 
ments set  forth  a  scheme,  but  similar  language  was  used  in 
the  former  case,  as  appears  from  the  record.  The  contract 
will  be  found  in  the  same  record.  It  was  assigned  as  error 
and  argued  that  the  Circuit  Court  ruled  that  the  said  con- 
tract, again  set  forth,  was  not  void.  For  these  reasons  I  feel 
compelled  to  dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the  court.  I  am 
authorized  to  say  that  Mr.  Justice  Brbwbr,  Mr.  Justice 
Whtte  and  Mr.  Justice  Pegkham  concur  in  this  dissent. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  dissenting. 

Concurring  in  the  views  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Holmes, 
it  seems  to  me  another  matter  is  worthy  of  consideration. 

The  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were, 
as  held  by  the  court,  in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  26 
[278]  Stat.  209.    That  act  defines  the  rights  and  liabilities 
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of  the  parties.    The  first  three  sections  prohibit  contracts  and 
combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  and  monopolies;  declare 
a  person  violating  the  provisions  of  these  sections  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor  and  prescribe  the  punishment.     Section  4 
^ves  power  to  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  to 
prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  the  act.    Section  6  provides 
for  a  forfeiture  of  property  owned  under  any  contract  or 
combination  or  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy,  and  seized  while 
in  course  of  transportation.    Section  7  declares  that  any  per- 
son injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  reason  of  any- 
thing forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  in  the  act  may 
sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found,  without 
resp^ect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover  three- 
fold damages  by  him  sustained. 

The  present  case  comes  within  the  proposition  that  '^  where 
a  statute  creates  a  new  offense  and  denounces  the  penalty,  or 
gives  a  new  right  and  declares  the  remedy,  the  punishment 
or  the  remedy  can  be  only  that  which  the  statute  prescribes." 
FarTnera  db  Mechamca*  National  Bank  v.  Dearing^  91  U.  S. 
29,  35;  Bamet  v.  National  Bank^  98  U.  S.  555.    These  two 
cases  arose  under  the  National  Banking  Act  of  June  3, 18G4. 
c.  106,  13  Stat.  99,  and  allustrate  the  doctrine  referred  to. 
That  act  prescribed  the  rate  of  interest  which  mi^t  be  taken 
by  national  banks,  and  added  that  knowing  and  receiving  a 
greater  rate  of  interest  should  forfeit  the  entire  interest ;  or  if 
the  interest  had  been  paid,  that  the  person  paying  might  re- 
cover in  an  action  of  debt  twice  the  amount  of  interest  thus 
paid.    These  cases  held  that  relief  for  a  violation  of  the  stat- 
ute was  a  forfeiture  of  the  interest  due  and  not  paid,  or  in 
case  the  interest  had  been  paid  an  action  of  debt  to  recover 
double  the  amount  paid.    See  also  Oates  v.  National  Bank^ 
100  U.  S.  239. 

In  Stephens  v.  Monongahela  Bank^  111  U.  S.  197,  it  was 
decided  that  the  remedy  prescribed  by  the  statute  was  exclu- 
sive. In  Driesbach  v.  National  Bankj  104  U.  S.  52,  it  was 
held  that  usurious  interest  paid  a  national  bank  on  renewing 
a  series  of  [274]  notes  could  not  in  an  action  by  the  bank 

10870**— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 M 
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on  the  last  of  them  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  principal 
of  the  debt. 

Now,  the  remedies  given  in  the  Anti-Trust  Act  are  three 
in  number :  First,  a  criminal  prosecution ;  second,  a  forfeiture 
of  property;  and,  third  an  action  by  any  person  injured  to 
recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained.  These 
being  the  remedies  prescribed,  are  exclusive.  The  defendant 
sought  neither  of  these  remedies.  It  was  not  so  anxious  for 
the  public  welfare  as  to  make  complaint  and  secure  criminal 
proceedings.  There  was  no  property  to  be  forfeited.  It  did 
not  seek  to  recover  threefold  the  damage  it  had  sustained,  but 
only  to  avoid  paying  for  the  property  it  had  purchased. 
The  reason  therefor  is  suggested  in  the  opinion  of  the  Cirouii 
Court  of  Appeals,  148  Fed.  Rep.  950 : 

**  The  ayerment  that  they  paid  60  per  cent  more  for  their  gross  pur- 
chases in  consequence  of  the  Hiatal  combination  has  little  merit  in  it, 
moral  or  otherwise.  They  doubtless  sold  again  at  the  great  minimum 
profit  they  agreed  to  exact  from  retailers,  and  the  retailers  later 
exacted  the  undue  profit  from  the  consuming  public." 

Something  of  the  same  idea  of  the  exclusiveness  of  a  statu- 
tory remedy  finds  expression  in  Texas  <&  Pacific  Railway 
Company  v.  Abilene  Cotton  OH  Company^  204  U.  S.  426,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  a  carrier  could  not  maintain  an  action 
at  common  law  for  excessive  and  unreasonable  freight 
charges  exacted  on  interstate  shipments,  where  the  rates 
charged  were  those  which  had  been  duly  fished  by  the  carrier 
according  to  the  interstate  commerce  act,  and  had  not  been 
found  to  be  unreasonable  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, and  this  notwithstanding  the  provision  in  section 
22  of  the  act  to  regulate  interstate  commerce: 

"Nothing  In  this  act  contained  shall  in  any  way  abridge  or  alter 
the  remedies  now  existing  at  common  law  or  by  statute,  but  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  are  in  addition  to  such  remedies." 


[742]  UNITED  STATES  v.  NEW  YORK,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 

CO.  ET.  AL. 

(Oircult  Court,  D.    Massachusetts.    December  4, 1906.) 

[166  Fed.  Bep.,  742.] 

Constitutional  Law  (I  209) — "Due  Pbogess  or  Law" — "  Equaj. 
Pbotection  or  Laws." — ^There  is  a  substantial  distinction  between 
the  fifth  amendmoit  of  the  federal  Constitution,  which  is  obligatory 
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only  on  the  United  States,  and  secores  due  process  of  law,  and  tbe 
foarteenth  amendment,  which  is  obligatory  on  the  states  and  pro* 
hiblts  the  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  the  latter 
ezpreaBion  b^ng  broader  than  the  former,  though  the  mere  doilal 
of  equal  protection  of  the  laws  may  run  Into  the  other  limitation. 
Mere  discrimination,  however,  does  not  necessarily  have  that  effect' 

[Bid.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Constitutional  Law,  Cent  Dig. 
If  678,  727;  Dec.  Dig.  I  209. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  yoL  8,  pp.  2227- 
2266,  242a-2426;  vol.  8,  p.  7644.] 

GONBTITUnONAL  LAW  (1314) — Ck>UBT8 — ESTABLISH MENT — ^DUE  PbOOKSS 

ov  Law.— Act  Ck)ng.  Feb.  11,  1908,  c.  544,  32  Stat  823  (U.  S.  Ckmip. 
St.  Supp.  1907,  p.  951),  providing  that  in  any  equity  suit,  in  any 
federal  Circuit  Court,  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlaw- 
ful restraints  and  monopolies,  the  Attorney  G^ieral  may  file  u 
certificate  of  importance,  whereupon  the  cnse  shall  be  given  preced- 
ence, and  shall  be  heard  by  not  [748]  less  than  three  Circuit 
Judges,  or,  if  there  are  only  two  Circuit  Judges  in  the  circuit,  theu 
before  them  and  such  District  Judge  as  they  select,  though  dis- 
criminatory,  is  not  unconstitutionaL 

[13d.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Constitutional  Law,  Cent  Dig. 
f  084;  Dec.  Dig.  I  314.] 
Constitutional  Law  (1 251)— Dub  Bbogxss  or  Law. 

**  Due  process  of  law "  does  not  prohibit  the  establishment  of 
special  commissions  or  the  assignment  of  special  Judges  for  the 
trial  of  a  specific  offender,  so  long  as  there  is  a  compliance  other- 
wise with  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Constitutional  Law,  Dec.  Dig 
1251.] 
Constitutional  Law  (8  261*) — "Due  Pbocess  or  Law" — "Law  or 
THs  Land." 

The  expressions  "  due  process  of  law  "  and  "  the  law  of  the  land  " 
are  synonymous. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Constitutional  Law,  Cent  Dig. 
1782;  Dec  Dig.  I  251. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  8^  pp.  7701« 
7702.1 

In  equity, 

Asa.  P.  French^  U.  S.  Atty.,  and  Wade  H.  Ellis^  Asst. 
Atty.  Gen.,  for  the  United  States. 

Henry  W.  Beal^  for  defendants,  New  York.  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 
Co.,  Consolidated  Ry.  Co.,  and  Providence  Securities  Co. 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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Coolidgt  dk  Eight  and  Edgar  T.  Richj  for  defendant 
Boston  &  M.  K.  K. 

F.  A.  Famham^  for  defendant  Providence  Seeurities  Co. 

«/.  H.  Benton^  for  defendants  New  York,  N.  H*  A  H.  K. 
Co.  and  Providence  Securities  Co. 

Before  Colt,  Putnam,  and  Lowell,  Circuit  Judges. 

Putnam,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  by  the  United  States  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  approved  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat. 
209  (17.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  commonly  known  as 
the  "  Sherman  "  or  '^ Anti-Trust  Act,"  and  pei^ps  of  sta- 
tutes in  amendment  thereof.  After  the  bill  had  been  filed 
and  the  subpcena  issued,  and  certain  demurrers  and  pleas 
filed  by  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  the  respondents,  and  on 
October  1,  1908,  the  Attorney  General  filed  the  following 
certificate : 

"  In  the  Circuit  Conrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts. 

"  No.  483,  In  Equity. 

"The  United  States,  Petitioner,  t.  The  New  York,  New  Haven  and 

Hartford  Railroad  Company  et  al. 

"  I  hereby  certify  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  above-entitled  ca«e  \b 
of  genereal  public  importance,  and  request  that  the  same  be  girea 
precedence  over  others  and  in  every  way  expedited,  and  be  assigned 
for  hearing  at  the  earliest  practicable  day  befere  not  less  than  three 
Circuit  Judges  of  the  First  Judicial  Circuit 

[Signed]  CRABLsa  J.  Bonapabtk, 

''Attorney  General  of  the  United  fiff«rte«." 

[744]  Thereupon,  and  with  sufficient  promptness,  to  wit, 
on  October  20,  1908,  the  respondents  filed  the  following 
paper,  namely : 

(Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts.) 

No.  483. — In  Equity. 

The  United  States  of  America,  complainant,  v.  The  New  York,  New 
Haven  and  Hartford  Railroad  Company,  and  others,  defendants. 

(Objection  to  hearing  this  case  "before  not  less  than  three  Circuit 
Judges  of  the  First  Judicial  Circuit,"  as  requested  by  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States.) 
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^  The  defendants  object  to  the  hearing  of  this  case  '  before  not  less 
tban  tliree  Circuit  Judges  of  the  First  Judicial  Circuit/  as  requested 
by  tlie  Attorney  General  of  .the  United  States  In  his  certificate  filed 
October  1, 1908,  for  the  following,  among  other,  reasons : 

**  S^rst.  Because  such  three  Judges  sitting  for  the  hearing  of  this 
case,  as  thus  requested,  will  not  be  an  inferior  court  ordained  and 
established  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning 
of  tile  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  especially  within  tjie 
■nowaliu;  ^  seetloD  1,  art.  8,  Conatituticai  of  the  United  States. 

'*  Second.  Because  it  is  not  competent  for  Congress  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  authorize  the  hear- 
ing and  determination  of  this  cause  by  three  Circuit  Judges  in  the 
manner  requested  by  the  Attorney  General  in  his  said  certificate. 

"Third.  Because  the  three  Civeuit  Judges  who  are  requested  by 
the  Attctmey  C^eneral  to  liear  and  detennine  this  cause  haye  no  Juris- 
cUction  thus  to  hear  and  determine  it 

"  Fourtti.  Because  this  cause  being  brought  and  now  pending  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  the  parties  being  by  proper 
pleadings  at  Issue  therein,  the  same  can  not  be  transferred  to  the 
Jnrisdietion  of  three  Ctrcuit  Judges  and  be  by  them  tried  as  a  special 
tvlbmal  upon  the  discretionary  request  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States." 

The  prooeedings  with  reference  to  determining  the  juris- 
diction and  organization  of  the  courts  of  the  United  Stages 
are  so  simple  and  informal  that  we  need  not  consider  at  all 
whether  there  is  any  particular  method  by  which  the  re- 
spondents should  raise  the  propositions  which  the  paper 
copies  seeks  to  raise,  beyond  stating  that  there  is  no  question 
Uiat  none  of  the  issues  have  been  waived,  or  lost,  either  by 
express  or  implied  estoppel,  or  otherwise. 

The  statute  by  virtue  of  which  this  certificate  of  the  Attor- 
ney General  was  filed,  namely,  section  1  of  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1903,  c.  544,  32  Stat.  823  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  Supp. 
1907,  p.  961),  reads  as  follows: 

"That  in  any  suit  in  equity  pending  or  hereafter  brought  In  any 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  under  the  act  entitled  'An  act  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopo- 
lifls,'  approved  July  second,  eigliteen  hundred  and  ninety,  'An  act  to 
regvlate  commerce/  approved  February  4,  eighteen  hundred  and 
eighty-seven,  or  any  other  acts  having  a  like  purpose  that  hereafter 
may  be  enacted,  wherein  the  United  States  Is  complainant  the  Attor- 
ney General  may  file  with  the  clerk  of  such  court  a  certificate  that,  In 
his  opinion,  the  case  Is  one  of  general  public  Importance,  a  copy  of 
which  shall  be  Immediately  furnished  by  such  clerk  to  each  of  the 
Circuit  Judges  of  the  circuit  In  whkii  the  case  is  pending,    Thereapon 
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BQcfa  case  shall  be  [^ven  precedence  over  others  and  in  every  way 
expedited,  and  be  assigned  for  hearing  at  the  earliest  practicable  day, 
before  not  less  than  three  of  the  Circuit  Judges  of  said  circuit,  if 
there  be  three  or  more;  and  if  there  be  not  more  than  two  Circuit 
Judges,  then  before  them  and  such  District  Judge  as  they  may  select 
In  the  evoit  the  Judges  sitting  in  such  case  shall  be  divided  in  opUi« 
ion,  the  case  shall  be  certified  to  the  Supreme  [  746]  Court  for  review 
in  like  manner  as  if  taken  there  by  appeal  as  hereinafter  provided.*' 

In  order  that  the  issues  may  be  understood,  we  will  state 
that  the  respondents  do  not  maintain  that  a  statute  having 
a  general  application,  providing  that  for  certain  purposes 
the  Circuit  Court  may  sit  with  three  judges,  would  be  in- 
valid. Their  proposition  is  that  the  statute  in  question  is 
so  framed  that  it  is  limitedto  a  particular  class  of  cases,  and 
operative  only  at  the  request  of  the  United  States,  and  can 
never  be  called  on  by  a  respondent,  and  never  by  either  party 
in  suits  brought  by  others  than  the  United  States.  There 
can  be  no  question  that  this  makes  an  apparent  discrimina- 
tion, yet  we  are  unable  to  perceive  that  it  is  injurious  to  the 
respondents,  or  any  other  possible  respondents,  in  any  legal 
sense  of  the  word.  The  interests  involved  under  the  Sher- 
man Anti-Trust  Act  and  its  amendments  are  liable  to  include 
exceedingly  extensive  pecuniaiy  values;  and  the  possible 
remedies  given  thereby,  which  combine,  with  the  rest,  the 
powers,  express  or  implied,  of  issuing  injunctions,  and  of 
appointing  receivers,  and  declaring  forfeitures,  all  relating 
in  vast  properties,  are  of  so  radical  a  character  that  a  hasty 
or  inapt  administration  of  the  statute  by  a  single  judge  might 
inevitably  embarrass  industries  as  wide  as  the  continent,  and 
even  practically  destroy  them,  before  an  appellate  tribunal 
could  be  reached.  Therefore,  we  say  the  statute  under  which 
the  Attorney  (reneral  filed  his  certificate  is  not  injurious,  be- 
cause, on  the  whole,  when  availed  of,  it  operates  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  interests  of  respondents  more  than  for  those 
of  the  United  States.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  sub- 
stantial effect  of  the  statute,  the  only  complaint  that  could 
apparently  be  made  is  that  it  is  meritorious,  but  does  not  go 
so  far  as  it  might.  Nevertheless,  in  the  eyes  of  the  law, 
when  legislation  is  discriminatory,  if  it  is  both  discrimina- 
tory and  unconstitutional,  it  is  the  right  of  parties  litigant 
to  determine  for  themselves  what  their  interests  are,  and 
object  to  it  if  they  see  fit  so  to  do. 
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It  certainly  can  not  be  maintained  that  the  statute  under 
which  the  Attorney  Greneral  acted  is  unconstitutional  merely 
because  it  is  discriminatory.    We  can  find  neither  in  the  Con- 
stitution, nor  in  the  fundamental  principles  which  underlie 
free  government  where  the  English  language  is  spoken,  any 
inhibition  on  Congress  with  reference  to  the  matter  now 
before  us,  unless  it  be  in  that  part  of  the  fifth  amendment 
which  secures  "  due  process  of  law."    Even  if  there  were  any 
constitutional  provision  applying  to  Congress  like  the  four- 
teenth amendment,  which  in  tenns  prohibited  the  United 
States  from  denying  ^Hhe  equal  protection  of  the  laws," 
nevertheless,  even  then  it  would  follow  that  there  might  be 
legislation  discriminatory  on  its  face,  yet  constitutional  be- 
cause of  the  broad  rules  which  have  been  admitted  by  the 
Supreme  Court  with  reference  to  legislation  sustainable  by 
reason  of  classification.    It  is,  however,  necessary  to  observe 
the  substantial   distinction  between  the  fifth   amendment, 
which  is  obligatory  only  on  the  United  States,  and  the  four- 
teenth amendment,  which  is  obligatory  only  on  the  states. 
The  limitation  in  the  former  is  "  without  due  process  of  law." 
In  the  fourteenth  amendment  this  limitation  is  accompanied 
with  a  prohibition  of  the  denial  of  the  "  equal  protection  of 
the  laws."    Of  course,  the  latter  expression  is  broader  than 
the  former,  although  it  must  be  [746]  conceded  that  the 
mere  denial  of  the  "  equal  protection  of  the  laws  "  might  run 
into  the  other  limitation.    It  is  plain,  nevertheless,  that  mere 
discrimination  in  certain  particulars  does  not  necessarily 
have  this  effect.    **  Due  process  of  law,"  as  understood  when 
the  Constitution  was  adopted,  did  not  prohibit  the  estab- 
lishment of  special  conmiissions  or  the  assignment  of  special 
judges  for  trying  specific  offenders  so  long  as  there  was  com- 
pliance otherwise  with  the  rules  of  the  common  law.    Neither 
does  it  always  entitle  persons  claiming  mere  civil  rights  to 
adjudications  by  strictly  judicial  tribunals.    This  was  estab- 
lished as  early  as  Murray* %  Lessee  v.  Hohoken  Land  Improve- 
ment  Campanyy  18  How.  272,  15  L.  Ed.  372,  and  indeed 
earUer,  followed  by  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans^  96  U.  S.  97, 
24  L.  Ed.  616,  Turpin  v.  Lemon,  187  U.  S.  51,  and,  finally,  by 
the  extreme  case  of  United  States  v.  Ju  Toy,  198  U.  S.  253, 
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25  Sup.  Ct  644,  49  L.  Ed.  1040.  There  are  still  other  de- 
cisions of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  same  class,  which,  with 
those  cited,  show  that  the  expression  "duel  process  of  law" 
may  cover  a  great  variety  of  tribunals,  judicial  and  quasi 
judicial.  So  it  is  dear  that  there  may  be  a  great  variety  of 
methods  of  procedure.  Nevertheless,  that  there  is  some- 
where a  limitation  is  brought  out  in  a  marked  way  by  a  dta- 
tion  from  Mr.  Justice  Catron  of  expressions  used  by  him 
wh^i  sitting  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee,  and,  of 
course,  before  the  adoption  of  the  fourteenth  amendment, 
and  approved  in  CotUng  v.  Kansas  City  Stockyards  Com- 
pany 188  U.  S.  79,  105,  22  Sup.  Ct  80,  41,  46  L.  Ed.  92,  as 
follows: 


"Every  partial  or  private  law,  which  directly  proposes  to  destroy 
or  affect  Individual  rights,  or  does  the  same  thing  by  affording  reme- 
dies leading  to  aimilar  eonaequences,  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 
Were  this  otherwise,  odious  individuals  and  corporate  bodies  would 
be  governed  by  one  rule,  and  the  mass  of  the  community  who  made 
the  law  by  another." 

Of  course,  there  is  a  middle  ground,  which  it  may  not 
always  be  easy  to  find,  because  there  may  be,  as  intimated  in 
the  quotation  from  Mr.  Justice  Catron,  circumstances  undei 
which  what  appears  to  be  in  form  a  mere  change  of  pro- 
cedure would  in  fact  discriminate  in  a  manner  which  did 
direct  justice,  or  which  operated  in  an  injurious  way  to 
burden  or  obstruct  the  obtaining  of  justice  by  a  particular 
individual  or  corporation.  Yet,  in  the  fourth  edition  of 
Story  on  the  Constitution,  in  the  sections  added  to  cover  the 
late  amendments,  the  language  of  Mr.  Webster  was  quoted 
as  follows: 

"  By  the  law  of  the  land  is  most  dearly  Intended  the  general  law ; 
a  law  which  hears  before  it  condemns ;  which  proceeds  upon  inquiry, 
and  renders  Judgment  only  after  trial.  The  meaning  is  that  every 
citizen  shall  hold  his  life,  liberty,  property,  and  immunities  under 
the  protection  of  the  general  rules  which  govern  society." 

It  is  settled  that  the  expressions  "  due  process  of  law  " 
and  "  the  law  of  the  land  "  go  strictly  hand  in  hand.  We 
understand  this  quotation  from  Mr.  Webster  appeared  first 
in  section  1944  of  the  fourth  edition  of  Mr.  Justice  Story's 
work,  and  that  this  section  was  drafted  by  Judge  Cooley, 
who  knew  as  well  as  any  one  what  was  fit  language  for  this 
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purpose.    We  can  safely  adopt  it  for  the  purposes  of  this 


In  T'wininff  y.  Neu)  Jersey  (in  an  opinion  announced  No- 
vember 9, 1908) ,  28  Sup.  Ct.  14, 53  L.  Ed.  97,  [211 U.  S.  78]  Mr. 
Justice  Moody  has  considered  [747]  thoroughly,  from  both 
historical  and  legal  points,  the  meaning  of  the  expression 
'^  due  process  of  law  '' ;  but  we  have  no  occasion  for  this  case 
to  quote  from  him. 

Following  out  the  limitations  expressed  by  Mr.  Webster 
pro  and  con,  whatever  might  be  said  if  the  special  organiza- 
tion of  the  court  required  by  the  statute  here  discriminated 
against  the  respondents,  or  other  individuals  or  corporations 
situated  in  a  similar  condition,  to  such  an  extent,  or  in  such 
way,  as  to  be  injurious  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  or  as  to  burden 
the  defense  thus  injuriously,  it  might  well  be  regarded  as 
such  a  denial  of  equality  that  it  would  amount  in  a  consti- 
tutional sense  to  a  denial  of  ^^  due  process  of  law.''    As,  how- 
ever we  can  see  nothing  here  of  this  nature  but  in  lieu  thereof 
as  we  have  already  said,  a  partial,  if  not  complete,  protection 
to  all  concerned  against  hasty  or  indiscreet  judgments  of 
courts  consisting  of  a  single  judge,  we  can  find  nothing 
which,  in  a  constitutional  sense,  distinguishes  this  from  the 
ordinary  class  of  legislation  by  virtue  of  which  federal  courts 
may  be  held  by  one  or  two  judges,  or  even  by  judges  out  of 
the  district 

Coming  to  authorities  bearing  more  directly  on  the  situ- 
ation before  us,  we  call  attention  to  Cincinnati  Street  Rail- 
way  Company  v.  Snell^  193  U.  S.  30,  24  Sup.  Ct.  319,  48 
L.  Ed.  604,  which  seems  to  be  so  strictly  analogous  to  the  case 
at  bar  that  we  are  unable  to  distinguish  them  so  far  as  any 
substantial  question  is  concerned.  The  case  arose  under  the 
fourteenth  amendment,  broader  in  its  limitations  than  the 
fifth  amendment,  and  yet  it  involved  a  discrimination  of 
precisely  the  character  which  we  have  here.  There,  as  ex- 
plained at  pages  33  and  34  of  193  U.  S.,  at  page  821  of  24 
Sup.  Ct.  (48  L.  Ed.  604),  the  statute  provided  that  the 
venue  might  be  changed  on  the  mere  motion  of  the  plaintiff 
in  a  suit  against  a  corporation,  accompanied  with  a  purely 
ex  parte  affidavit  of  five  persons  residing  in  the  county,  while 
the  corporation  had  no  corresponding  right,  and  no  corre- 
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spending  right  existed  in  behalf  of  any  plaintiff  in  any  suit 
against  individuals.    The  constitutionality  of  the  law  was 
sustained,  and  several  cases  cited  as  furnishing  analogies 
which  we  need  not  explain  in  detail.    It  seems  impossible 
here  to  escape  the  conclusions  of  the  principal  case,  or  like 
conclusions  in  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  RofUroad  Com' 
pany^  98  U.  S.  569,  25  L.  Ed.  143,  where  there  were  very 
sweeping  provisions  for  the  exercise  of  a  peculiar  juris- 
diction, limited  entirely  to  that  particular  suit.    The  legis- 
lation was  sustained,  and,  at  page  607  of  98  U.  S.  (26  L.  Ed. 
143),  tiie  following  is  found  in  the  opinion: 

"But  whatever  be  the  relief  asked,  it  could  only,  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  act,  be  granted  to  that  iwrty  who  was  in  equity  thereunto 
entitled.  It  is  very  plain  that  there  was  here  no  new  right  established, 
no  new  cause  of  equitable  relief,  no  new  rule  for  determining  wliat 
were  the  rights  of  the  parties.  That  was  to  be  decided  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  equity,  not  new  principles  of  equity,  but  the  existing  prin- 
ciples of  equitable  Jurisprudence." 

This  was  not  in  any  sense  a  dictum,  but  it  was  necessary 
to  the  decision  of  the  case,  which  seems  to  us  to  fully  sustain 
the  statute  in  question  here,  so  far  as  it  is  now  before  us. 

Some  propositions  made  by  the  respondents  can  only  be 
accepted  as  maintaining  that  the  statute  before  us  in  effect 
covers  an  attempt  to  create  a  special  court.  This  would  not 
necessarily  raise  any  question  [748]  as  to  "due  process  of 
law,"  because,  as  we  have  said,  special  courts  were  every- 
where known  under  the  common  law  of  England;  yet  it 
would,  of  course,  involve  a  peculiar  question  arising  solely 
under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States — that  of  the 
power  of  Congress  to  establish  a  special  court  for  a  par- 
ticular case  or  a  particular  class  of  cases.  If  this  proposi- 
tion is  now  insisted  on,  it  is  decided  against  the  respondents 
by  In  re  Claasen,  140  U.  S.  200,  11  Sup.  Ct  735,  35  L.  Ed. 
409,  wherein  was  brought  in  question  the  constitutionality 
of  a  statute  providing  that  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  South- 
em  District  of  New  York  might  be  held  by  three  judges  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  criminal  cases.  If  the  present 
statute  creates  a  special  tribunal,  so  did  that  statute;  and 
there  is  no  fundamental  difference  between  the  nature  of  the 
legislation  so  far  as  that  particular  topic  is  concerned.    Wo 
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find  no  ^7ord  in  the  statute  indicating  such  an  intention  here. 
We  are  clear  in  reference  to  this  point. 

On  the  whole,  while  the  legislation  is  apparently  dis- 
criminatory, it  seems  plain  to  us  that  it  does  not  contravene 
any  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  limit- 
ing the  powers  of  Congress,  and  especially  that  it  does  not  in 
any  "way  deprive  the  respondents  of  "  due  process  of  law." 

The  attorneys  for  the  United  States  have  cited  to  us  sev- 
eral cases  where  a  certificate  has  been  filed  by  the  Attorney 
Gtoneral  like  that  before  us,  and  in  which  three  or  more  judges 
have  sat  as  provided  in  the  statute  under  investigation.    The 
most  important  of  them  all  was  Northern  Securities  Comr 
pany  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  48 
Li.  £d.  679.    This  case  was  one  involving  vast  interests,  and 
was  argued  by  very  eminent  counsel,  including  Mr.  Attorney 
General  Knox  in  person.    In  none  was  there  any  suggestion 
of  any  difficulty  like  that  now  brought  to  our  attention. 
It  is  true  that  this  could  hardly  be  regarded  as  nn  authori- 
tative fact,  because  no  issue  was  made  in  reference  thereto; 
but  it  enables  us  to  rest  more  easily  on  the  conclusion  which 
we  have  reached. 

The  court  having  considered  the  certificate  of  the  Attorney 
General  filed  on  October  1,  1908,  and  the  suggestions  of  the 
respondents  in  reference  thereto,  filed  on  October  29, 1908 : 

It  is  ordered  that  this  case  proceed  in  accordance  with  the 
certificate  of  the  Attorney  General,  filed  on  October  1,  1908, 
pursuant  to  the  first  section  of  chapter  544  of  the  act  ap- 
proved on  February  11, 1903,  so  far  as  that  statute  relates  to 
the  personality  and  the  number  of  the  judges  to  sit  therein. 

Note  by  the  court. — ^While  this  opinion  was  in  prepara- 
tion the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Third  Circuit 
in  United  States  v.  Delaware  <&  H.  Co,,  164  Fed.  215,  came 
to  hand.  This  decision  related  to  several  cases  which  were 
proceedings  by  the  United  States,  unfler  the  so-called  "  com- 
modities clause  "  of  the  interstate  commerce  statutes,  against 
the  various  coal-canying  railroads  in  Pennsylvania.  Three 
Circuit  Judges  sat — namely,  Dallas,  Gray,  and  Buffington — 
and  a  statement  made  by  Judge  Gray  in  his  opinion  in  behalf 
of  the  court  illustrates  in  a  striking  manner  the  vast  interests 
which  may  be  involved  in  this  dass  of  litigation,  and  the 
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great  detriment  which  [749]  would  come,  not  only  to  cor- 
porate property,  but  to  the  public  at  large,  by  an  inapt  de- 
cision, and  particularly  the  reason  for  a  requirement  that 
Congress  should  give  to  respondents  in  proceedings  by  the 
United  States  a  like  right  of  demanding  a  conservative  tri- 
bunal of  three  judges  which  is  now  given  to  the  Attorney 
General.  The  opinion,  at  page  225  of  164  Fed.,  said  as 
follows : 


<i 


It  results,  therefore,  that  the  coal  described  in  the  foregoing  cate- 
gories is  outlawed  in  interstate  commerce,  and  must  remain  so,  anieas 
the  defendants  can  divest  themselves  of  all  title  or  interest  in  the 
coal»  coal  lands*  or  coal  companies  from  which  the  markets  in  other 
states  have  been  so  largely  supplied.  The  enforcement  of  the  act 
must,  of  necessity,  result,  either  in  the  defendants  holding  their  coal 
properties  and  refraining  from  transporting  coal  to  other  states,  and 
confining  themselves  to  the  mining  of  such  coal  as  may  be  used  in  Uie 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  or  in  their  divesting  themselves  of  aU  title  or 
interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  said  properties,  by  sale  or  surrender 
thereof,  as  they  may  be  able  to  accomplish  the  same.  The  population 
of  the  region,  outside  of  Pennsylvania,  absolutely  dependent  upon  the 
use  of  anthracite  coal  for  domestic  or  industrial  purposes,  is  very 
large,  and  has  been,  no  doubt  moderately,  estimated  at  from  12,000,000 
to  15,000,000.  The  adoption  of  the  former  alternative,  therefore,  vould 
entaU,  whUe  it  continued,  an  amount  of  sufFering  and  deprivation 
that  it  is  hard  to  forecast  or  appreciate,  while  the  forced  resort  to 
the  other  would  necessarily  inflict  upon  the  defendants  and  their 
stockholders  a  most  disastrous  sacrifice  and  pecuniary  losa" 
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[105  Fed.  Rep.,  774.] 

Monopolies  (5  12) — Intebstatb  Tbaoe — Statutes. — Act  Cong.  July  2, 
1890.  c.  647,  §  1,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  pro- 
vides that  every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  other- 
wise, or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.  Is  illegal, 
and  every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract,  or  engage  in 
any  such  conspiracy,  etc.,  on  conviction  shall  be  fined.  Section  2 
declares  that  every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  mo- 
nopolize, or  combine  or  conspire  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  in- 
terstate trade  or  commerce,  on  conviction  shall  be  punished,  etc. 
Held,  that  such  sections  referred  to  and  made  illegal  two  different 
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tlilziKB :  Section  1,  combtnatlmis  In  restraint  of  Interstate  trade  and 
commerce;  and  section  2,  combfnatioiiB  or  conspfracles  to  monopo- 
Mse,  or  tt>  atteftipt  to  monopolhse,  Interstate  trade'  and  commerce.^ 

[BKL  Kote. — ^Por  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  8  10;  Dec 
IMS.  t  12.1 
MovcfsxnxEB  (I  28)f— Pkvati:  Injuries — Action.— Act  Cong.  July  2, 
1800,  c.  647,  §  7,  26  Stat.  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3202),  de- 
cfiEireB  that  any  person  who  shall  be  Injnred  in  his  business  or  prop- 
erty by  any  other  person,  or  corporation,  by  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  the  act  which  prohibits  combinations 
in  restraint  of  Interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  combinations  or 
consplractee  to  monopolize,  etc.,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  federal 
court  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found,  and  may  recover 
threefold  damages,  etc.    Held,  that  it  is  only  necessary  to  sup- 
port  an  action  under  such  section  that  complainant's  business  or 
property  has  been  in  some  way  injured  by  reason  of  defendant's 
illegal  scheme. 

IBJd.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  f  16;  Dec. 
IM^.  f  2d.] 

MONOPOUES  (5  28) — OONSPIBACIES  TO  MONOPOLIZE  INTERSTATE  COM- 
MERCE— Res  Inter  Alias  Acta. — In  an  action  for  damages  to  plain- 
tiff by  defendant's  alleged  combination  to  monopolize  or  attempt 
to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  tobacco,  in  violation  of  Act 
Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  «  7,  26  Stat.  210  (XJ.  S.  Comp.  St  1901. 
p.  3200),  prohibiting  conspiracies  to  monopolize  or  attempts  to  mo- 
nopolize interstate  commerce,  defendant's  acts  and  conduct  prior  to 
plaintilTs  organization  and  entering  the  business  were  immaterial 
as  res  inter  alios  acta. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  §  18;  Dec. 
Dig.  8  28.] 

MoNOPouBS  (8  28) — CoNSPiaAOY  to  Monopolize — Civil  Damages— 
PBriTioK-^OaNSTBUCTioK. — ^Act  Coug.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  5  1,  26 
Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  prohibits  combinations 
in  restiaint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  section  2  pro- 
hibits conspiracies  to  monopolize  or  attempts  to  monopolize  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce.  Section  7  provides  that  any  person 
Inliired  by  a  violation  of  either  section  may  sue  for  and  recover 
treble  damages.  Held  that  in  an  action  brought  for  such  damages 
In  a  [775]  federal  court  sitting  In  Kentucky,  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  petition  should  state  the  facts  showing  a  right  of  action 
with  the  particularity  of  an  indictment  but  that  it  was  sufficient 
if  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action  were  stated  as  consisely 
as  possible  consistent  with  clearness,  as  required  by  Civ.  Code  Prac. 
Ky.  88  90,  115. 

(Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  8  18;  Dec. 
Dig.  8  28.] 
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MoNOPouKS  (I  28) — Ck>icBiNATioN  Of  MoHOPOLiifl — ^Damaois. — ^Where, 

as  a  result  of  conspiracy  or  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce,  prohibited  by  Act  Gong.  July  2,  1890,  c  047,  26  State.  200 
(U.  S.  Ck)mp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  a  person  is  injured  by  being  com- 
pelled to  pay  a  higher  price  for  any  artide  affected  thereby  than 
he  would  otherwise  be  compelled  to  pay,  he  may  recover  treble  th^ 
amount  of  the  damages  sustained. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  I  18 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  28.] 

Monopolies  ( fi  24)  — ^Unlawful  Gombinations — Restbaint  of  Tbad»-  - 
Injunction. — Gombinations  may  be  oijoined  if  the  objects  of  the 
association  are  such  as  to  violate  Act  Gong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647, 
26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  prohibiting  combina- 
tions in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  and  combinations  and  con- 
spiracies to  monopolize  interstate  commerce. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  1 17;  Dec 
Dig.  §  24.] 

Monopolies  (§  14) — Gombinations — Manttfaotubb  of  Abticle  of 
Necebsitt. — ^A  combination,  the  sole  object  of  which  is  to  manufac- 
ture an  article  of  common  necessity,  is  not,  without  more,  a  viola 
tion  of  Act  Gong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Gomp 
St  1901,  p.  3200),  prohibiting  combinations  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state commerca 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  8  11 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  14.] 

Monopolies  (8  12) — Gonspibaciss  in  Restbaint  of  Tbadb — Sepabate 
Acts. — ^A  combination  or  conspiracy  to  monopolize  or  attempt  to 
monopolize  interstate  commerce,  in  violation  of  Act  Gong.  July  2. 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  was  not 
immune  because  it  was  carried  into  effect  by  a  series  of  separate 
acts,  each  one  of  which  taken  alone,  was  not  objectionable,  where 
the  direct  object  and  result  of  all  was  the  perfection  of  a  combina- 
tton  agreement  whereby  the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the 
states,  or  the  liberty  of  the  trader,  was  obstructed. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  f  10;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  12.] 

Monopolies  (§  12) — ^Intebstate  Goumebce — ^Restbaint — "Bteran, — ^It 
is  not  necessary  that  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
should  be  so  complete  as  to  amount  to  total  destruction  in  order  to 
constitute  a  violation  of  Act  Gong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209 
(U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  prohibiting  combinations  and  con- 
spiracies in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  or  to  monopo- 
lize or  attempt  to  monopolize  the  same. 

[Ed.  Note — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  f  10;  DeR. 
Dig.  §  12.] 

Monopolies  (I  28)— Civil  Damaoes—Pahties,— Where  a  complaint 
for  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce  charged 
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an  the  defendants  jointly  with  having  entered  each  of  the  alleged 
oombinatlons  and  conspiracies  complained  of,  and  all  the  acts  were 
alleged  to  have  been  done  pursuant  to  a  common  design,  plain- 
[776]  tiff  was  not  required  to  elect  because  some  .of  the  defendants 
were  charged  with  doing  one  act  and  others  with  another. 

[Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  §  18;  Dec. 
DIs.i  28.] 
Damagxs    (§142) — ^Pleading — Specification.— CIt.    Code   Prac.    Ky. 
§   184,  proTldes  that,  if  the  allegations  of  the  petition  are  so  in- 
deflnite  or  uncertain  that  the  precise  nature  of  the  claim  does  not 
appear,  the  court  may  require  that  it  be  made  more  definite  and 
certain  by  amendment.    Held,  that  under  the  conformity  act  (Rev. 
St.  §  914  [TJ.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  684] )  a  petition  for  treble  dam- 
ages to  plaintifF  because  of  defendants*  alleged  unlawful  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  to  monopolise  interstate  commerce  in  violation 
of  Act  Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Ck>mp.  St. 
1901,  p.  3200),  sufficiently  charged  general  damages  by  an  allega- 
tion that,  by  virtue  of  defendant's  alleged  unlawful  acts,  plaintiff 
had  sustained  damages  in  the  sum  of  $500,0(X). 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Damages,  Gent  Dig.  8  418 ;  Dec 
Dig.  §  142.] 

# 

Helm  Bruce  and  O^Neal  and  O'^Neal  for  plaintiffs. 
{ribsofij  Marshall  and  Oihson,  for  American  Tobacco  Co. 
CarroU  and  Middleton^  for  Nail  &  Williams  Tobacco  Co. 
Humphrey  J  Davie  and  Humphrey^  for  Mengel  Box  Co. 

EvAKS,  District  Judge. 

An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,  approved  July  2,  1890,  c  647.  26 
Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8200),  provides  as 
follows: 


€* 


Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
Ulegal.  Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage 
in  any  such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine 
not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceed- 
ing one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 
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"  Sec.  2.  Bvery  peisen  who  shall  monopoUBe,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lixe  or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  otbi^  peraon  or  persona,  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  ooomeree  among  the  sereral 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  coorletion  thereof^  shall  be  punished  by  &ne  not 
exceeding  five  thoasaa^  dollars,  or  by  imprisoDment  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments.  In  the  discretion  of  the  court 

*'  Sec.  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  In  his  bustoens  or  property 
by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden 
or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  thovfor  in  any  Gir< 
cuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  d^endani 
resides  or  Is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controyersy, 
and  shall  recover  three  fold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the 
costs  of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

It  will  be  seen  that  section  1  makes  every  contract,  com- 
bination in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
illegal;  and  that  section  2  provides  that  eYety  person  who 
shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or 
conspire  with  any  person  or  persons  to  monopolize,  any  part 
of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  It  is  obvious  that  the  two 
sections  refer[777]red  to  make  illegal  two  different,  though 
nearly  allied,  things,  namely,  section  1  refers  to  combinations 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  section  2 
refers  to  combinations  or  conspiracies  to  monopolize,  or  to 
attempt  to  monopolize,  interstate  trade  and  commerce. 
Prima  facie  these  two  sections  deal  with  the  criminal  features 
of  certain  conduct,  but  section  7  gives  a  right  of  acticm  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  to  any  person  who  shall  be  injured 
in  his  business  or  property  by  any  oiuer  person  or  corpora- 
tion by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  by  the  act 
to  be  unlawful.  The  language  of  each  of  the  three  aectioofi 
is  very  general,  that  of  the  seventh  section  in  no  wise  detail- 
ing or  limiting  in  terms  the  character  of  injuries  for  which 
a  right  to  sue  is  given.  All  that  is  necessary  to  support  the 
action  is  that  the  business  or  property  of  the  plaintiff  shall 
have  been  in  some  way  injured  by  reason  of  the  illegal 
scheme. 

The  petition  shows  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  which 
was  organized  in  1901,  and  that  by  the  coming  in  of  the  year 
1903,  by  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money,  it  had  laid 
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the  foundation  for,  and  in  fact  had  built  up,  a  good  trade 
in  tobacco,  which  it  was  then  selling  in  large  quantities.  The 
petition  also  contains  a  long,  general  statement  as  to  how  the 
defendant,  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  had  theretofore 
built  itself  up  into  a  gigantic  corporation  with  immense  capi- 
tal, and  makes  evident  the  fact  that  this  was  done  by  a  series 
of  acts  and  a  course  of  conduct  with  which  its  co-defendants 
had  nothing  to  do,  and  in  which  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
had  an  interest,  it  not  then  being  in  existence.  Indeed,  the 
pleading  makes  manifest  the  fact  that  such  acts  and  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company  were  res 
inter  alios  acta.  Passing  all  such  averments  by  as  not  ma- 
cerial  nor  pertinent  to  any  cause  of  action  in  plaintiff's  favor, 
which  must  depend  upon  the  combination  of  the  defend- 
ants, we  come  to  those  allegations  of  the  petition  which  bear 
upon  the  complaint  made  against  them  and  growing  out  of 
their  conduct  in  cooperation  one  with  the  other.  Stated  gen- 
erally, the  pleading  avers  that  after  plaintiff  had  been  organ- 
ized in  1901,  and  had,  as  we  have  indicated,  by  1903  built  up 
a  fairly  good  trade,  the  defendants  combined  and  conspired 
with  each  other,  and  with  various  other  persons  unknown, 
in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  otherwise  to  restrain  trade  and  com* 
merce  in  tobacco  among  the  several  states;  and,  further,  that 
the  defendants  combined  and  conspired  to  monopolize,  and 
have  attempted  to  monopolize,  trade  and  commerce  in  tobacco 
among  the  several  states.  Such  are  the  charges  of  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendant,  and  in  general  terms  they  come 
within  the  language  of  sections  1  and  2  of  the  act.  The  peti- 
tion then  undertakes  to  specify  the  acts  of  the  defendants, 
whereby  it  sustained  the  injuries  complained  of.  It  is  alleged 
that  in  1903  the  American  Tobacco  Compar  y  acquired  control 
of  the  Nail  &  Williams  Tobacco  Company  by  purchasing  a 
large  majority  of  its  capital  stock,  which  fact  it  kept  secret ; 
that  the  Nail  &  Williams  Tobacco  Company  had  theretofore 
been  an  independent  concern  hostile  to  the  Americai^  Tobacco 
Company;  and  that  by  falsely  pretending  that  the  Nail  & 
Williams  Tobacco  Company  remained  independent,  and  by 
other  means  set  forth,  the  defendants  carried  out  and  put  into 
operation  the  conspiracies  and  combinations  alleged  in  tlie 
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petition,  and  competed  under  false  pre-  [778]  tenses  with 
plaintiff  in  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  in  Minneapolis,  Minn.,    in 
Cumberland,  Md.,  and  in  Louisville,  Ky.,  greatly  to  plain- 
tiff's injury.    Some  details  of  these  transactions  in  the  cities 
named  are  set  forth  in  the  p^ition,  and  it  is  also  averred  that 
the  defendant  the  Mental  Box  Company  was  a  party  to  tho 
combinations  and  conspiracies  referred  to;  that  it  had  a  con- 
tract to  furnish  the  plaintiff  with  boxes  for  all  the  tobacco 
it  put  up,  and  that  the  contract  contained  a  stipulation 
whereby  the  Mengel  Box  Company  agreed  to  keep  entirely 
secret  its  transactions  with  the  plaintiff  and  the  niunber  of 
boxes  plaintiff  purchased,  but  that  in  order  to  carry  out  the 
alleged  combinations  and  conspiracies,  and  to  put  them  into 
operative  effect,  the  American  Tobacco  Company  acquired  a 
controlling  interest  in  the  Mengel  Box  Company,  exposed 
plaintiff's  said  secret,  and,  having  acquired  knowledge  of 
plaintiff's  affairs  in  this  way,  was  enabled  to  materially  aid 
in  carrying  into  effect  the  conspiracies  taid  combinations  of 
which  the  plaintiff  ocHnplains.    The  plaintiff  then  avers  that 
^^by  the  aforesaid  unlawful  acts  of  defendants,  and  those 
conspiring  and  combining  with  them,  plaintiff  has  been  in- 
jured in  its  business  and  property,  and  has  thereby  sustained 
damages  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  thousand  dollars."    The 
prayer  of  the  petition  is  for  the  recovery  against  the  three 
defendants  of  three  times  the  amount  of  the  alleged  dam- 
ages, namely,  $1,500,000,  and  the  costs  of  the  suit,  including 
a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

Each  of  the  defendants  has  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the 
petition;  each  of  them,  in  one  form  or  another,  has  moved 
the  court  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  its  allegaticms  of 
'^damages"  more  definite  and  certain;  and  the  American 
Tobacco  Company  and  the  Mengel  Box  Company,  insisting 
that  two  separate  causes  of  action  not  affecting  all  of  the 
parties  defendant  are  set  up  in  the  petition,  have,  under 
section  83  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Practice  of  Kentucky,  moved 
the  court  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  elect  whether  it  will  pros- 
ecute the  action  against  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and 
the  Nail  &  WiUiams  Tobacco  Company  alone,  or  whether 
it  will  prosecute  it  against  the  American  Tobacco  Company 
^nd  the  Mengel  Box  Company  alone. 
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THE  DEMiniBBBS. 

The  general  demurrers  to  the  petition  raise  an  important 
and  interesting  question,  as  to  which,  after  very  careful  con- 
sideration, the  court  has  not  beea  able  altogether  to  free  itself 
fitnn  doubt    It  goes  without  saying  that  the  act  should  be 
so  construed  as  to  effectuate  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
enacted,  but  the  language  of  section  7  is  very  brief  and  very 
general,  prescribing  no  limits,  except  the  broad  one  that  the 
suits  it  authorizes  shall  be  for  injuries  which  have  been  suf- 
fered by  any  person  in  his  business  or  property  at  the  hands 
of  any  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden 
or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  the  act.    As  applied  to  this 
case,  the  statutory  factors  of  the  right  to  recover  may  be 
stated  to  be:  First,  that  there  has  been  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and   commerce  in 
tobacco;  second,  that  there  has  been  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  monopolize,  or  at  least  to  attempt  to  monopolize, 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  tobacco;  and,  third,  that, 
by  reason  of  one  or  the  other,  or  both,  [779]  of  these  com- 
binations or  ccmspiracies,  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  in 
its  business  and  property. 

At  the  outset  it  is  urged  that  the  petition,  which,  it  is 
contended,  is  based  upon  a  highly  penal  statute,  should  state 
the  facts  showing  a  right  of  action  with  all  the  fullness  and 
particularity  required  in  an  indictment  charging  a  criminal 
offense.  If  the  pecuniary  penalties  prescribed  for  any  viola- 
tion of  the  act  could  be  recovered  by  the  United  States  in  a 
civil  action  instead  of  by  indictment,  as  Congress  might  have 
enacted,  there  would  be  plausibility  in  the  contention,  for 
sections  1  and  2  are  expressly  penal,  but  it  cannot  be  con- 
ceded that  section  7  is  penal  in  any  such  sense  as  to  support 
the  argument.  It  gives  any  individual  the  right  to  a  civil 
action  for  certain  injuries  he  may  sustain,  and  this,  like 
other  civil  actions,  as  to  the  pleadings  therein,  must  be  gov- 
erned by  the  provisions  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Practice  of  Ken- 
tucky when  the  suit  is  brought  here;  and  those  provisions 
demand,  not  that  the  rules  of  pleading  in  criminal  cases  shall 
be  observed,  but  sections  115  and  90  of  the  Code  require  that 
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the  petition  must,  in  language  '^  as  concise  as  possible  consist- 
ently with  clearness,"  state  '^  facts  which  constitute  a  cause 
of  action."  By  this  rule  the  pleading  in  this  case  must  be 
tested. 

The  statute  has  many  times  been  before  the  courts,  and 
certain  questions  have  been  definitely  settled.    It  has  be^i 
adjudged  that  where,  as  the  result  of  such  combinations  as 
the  act  makes  unlawful,  one  is  injured  by  being  compelled 
to  pay  a  higher  price  for  any  article  affected  thereby,  he  may 
recover  triple  the  amount  of  the  damages  sustained.    Chatta- 
nooga Foundry  v.  Atlanta^  203  U.  S.  390,  27  Sup.  Ct.  65,  61 
L.  Ed.  241.    See,  also,  Montague  de  Co.  v.  Lovm/^  193  U.  S. 
38,  24  Sup.  Ct.  307,  48  L.  Ed.  608.    It  has  been  settled  that 
combinations  may  be  enjoined  by  a  court  of  equity  if  the 
objects  of  the  association  be  such  as  violate  the  provisions  of 
the  act.    Swift  cfe  Co.  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  618.    If,  however,  the  sole  object  of 
the  combination  be  to  manufacture  an  article  of  common 
necessity,  it  has  been  held  that  that  of  itself  is  not  interstate 
commerce,  and  that  the  act  is  not  thereby  violated.    United 
States  V.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  1,  16  Sup.  Ct  249,  39 
L.  Ed.  326.    If  useful,  we  might  refer  to  many  other  cases, 
but  for  the  present  we  content  ourselves  with  the  sunmiary 
of  them  made  by  the  Chief  Justice  in  Loewe  v.  Lawlor,  208 
U.  S.,  at  page  293,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  at  page  303,  62  L.  Ed. 
488,  when,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  upholding 
the  complaint  in  that  case,  he  said  that  the  conclusion  rested 
^'  on  many  judgments  of  this  court  to  the  effect  that  the  act 
prohibits  any  combination  whatever  to  secure  action  which 
essentially  obstructs  the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the 
states,  or  obstructs  in  that  regard  the  liberty  of  a  trader  to 
engage  in  business." 

The  demurrer  admits  as  true  the  averments  of  the  petition, 
which,  in  the  language  of  the  act,  show  the  existence  of  just 
such  combinations  and  conspiracies  as  the  act  condemns.  The 
demurrer  must,  therefore,  be  overruled  unless  the  specified 
details  of  the  acts  by  which  the  objects  of  the  combinations 
and  conspiracies  were  carried  into  effect  obviate  or  destroy 
the  force  and  effect  of  the  admitted  existence  of  the  com- 
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binations  themselves.  The  effect  of  this  proposition,  if 
[780  J  sound,  would  be  that  the  illegal  conspiracies  and  com- 
binations which  were  entered  into  by  the  defendants  gave  the 
plaintiff  no  cause  of  action,  because,  though  they  were  in  fact 
carried  into  effect,  it  was  done  by  a  series  of  separate  acts, 
each  one  of  which,  when  taken  alone,  was  within  the  rights 
of  the  defendant  That  this,  while  plausible,  is  not  sound, 
would  seem  to  be  indicated  with  sufficient  clearness  by  what 
the  Supreme  Court  said  in  Swift  dk  Co.  v.  United  States^  196 
U.  S.,  where,  at  page  3»6,  25  Sup.  Ct.  279, 49  L.  Ed.  518,  Mr. 
Justice  Holmes,  speaking  for  the  court,  used  this  language : 

*^  The  scheme  as  a  whole  seems  to  us  to  be  within  reach  of  the  law. 
The  constituent  elements,  as  we  hare  stated  them»  are  enough  to  give 
to  the  scheme  a  body,  and,  for  all  that  we  can  say,  to  accomplish  it 
MoreoTor,  whatever  we  may  think  of  them  separately,  when  we  take 
them  up  as  different  charges  they  are  alleged  sufficiently  as  ele- 
ments of  the  scheme.  It  is  suggested  that  the  several  acts  charged 
are  lawful,  and  that  intent  can  make  no  difference.  But  they  are 
bound  togeUier  as  the  parts  of  a  single  plan.  The  plan  may  make 
the  parts  unlawful.  Aikma  v.  Wi90omin^  196  U.  8.  194,  206,  26  Sup. 
Ct  3,  49  L.  Bd.  164." 

In  Chattanooga  Foundry  v.  Atlanta^  203  U.  S.  397, 27  Sup. 
Ct  66,  51  L.  Ed.  241,  the  same  learned  justice  said: 

*^  Finally,  the  fact  that  the  sale  was  not  so  connected  in  its  terms 
with  the  unlawful  combination  as  to  be  unlawful,  in  no  way  con- 
tradicts the  proposition  that  the  motives  and  inducements  to  make 
it  were  so  affected  by  the  combination  as  to  constitute  a  wrong." 

These  views  were  reiterated  and  strongly  enforced  in 
Loewe  v.  Lawlor^  208  U.  S.  298-299,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52 
L.  Ed.  488.  The  reasons  for  the  rule  do  not  seem  to  lie 
very  deep,  it  being  conceivable  that  the  object  of  every  such 
combination  could,  and  probably  would,  be  consummated 
by  acts  which  would  be  perfectly  lawful  if  not  done  with 
the  design  to  put  the  unlawful  scheme  into  successful  opera- 
tion. The  conspiracy  and  combination,  though  themselves 
unlawful,  cannot  injure  any  person  either  in  his  business  or 
property  so  as  to  give  him  a  cause  of  action  under  section  7, 
unless  something  be  done  to  make  the  combination  and  con- 
spiracy effective;  but  whatever  is  done  by  those  engaged 
in  the  scheme  or  plot  with  the  motive  and  intent  to  carry 
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out  the  unlawful  purpose  itself  becomes  tainted  with  the 
illegality  of  the  scheme,  however  innocent  it  might  otherwise 
have  been,  the  separate  acts  becoming  thereby  so  interwoven 
with  the  unlawful  scheme  as  to  cause  the  injury  "'  by  reason  '^ 
of  the  combination,  within  the  language  of  section  7.  It 
therefore  seems  that  a  series  of  acts,  each  of  which  may  be 
innocent  in  itself,  may  be  wrongful  if  the  direct  object,  pur- 
pose, and  result  thereof  be  to  carry  into  effect  a  combination 
agreement  whereby  the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the 
states  or  the  liberty  of  a  tiader  to  carry  on  his  business  be 
obstructed.  It  may  be  that  nothing  was  in  fact  done  in 
either  one  of  the  four  cities  mentioned  in  the  petition  which 
related  in  the  direct  sense  to  interstate  commerce.  Yet  the 
plaintiff  was  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  if  it  be 
true  that  one  object  of  the  combination  was  to  interfere  un- 
lawfully with  that  business,  even  though  it  were  done  locally, 
it  might  give  him  a  right  of  recovery  for  the  consequent 
injuries.  Sometimes  an  unlawful  act  may  be  done  by  means 
that  appear  to  be  lawful,  just  as  a  lawful  [781]  act  may  bf5 
accomplished  by  means  that  are  manifestly  unlawful.  It 
must  be  confessed,  however,  that  many  of  the  material  aver- 
ments of  the  petition  are  expressed  in  somewhat  vague  and 
general  terms,  making  it  difficult  to  tell  what  are  the  real 
elements  of  the  injuries  complained  of,  so  as  to  enable  us 
definitely  to  say  whether  the  infliction  of  those  injuries  was 
through  conduct  condemned  by  the  act.  It  is  certain  that 
monopoly  in  interstate  trade  and  commerce  respecting  to- 
bacco was  not  made  complete,  and  only  the  attempt  to  create 
the  monopoly  is  cc»nplained  of,  attempt  alone  being  also 
within  the  act  The  act  does  not  appear  to  require  that  the 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  shall  be  so  com- 
plete as  to  amount  to  total  destruction.  Nor,  indeed,  would 
that  be  essential,  as  injury  to  the  business  or  property  of 
the  plaintiff  might  result  although  the  objects  of  the  illegal 
combination  were  only  partially  accomplished.  It  was  con- 
tended that  it  was  not  unlawful  merely  to  keep  one's  businesr^ 
affairs  secret,  nor  for  one  corporation  to  obtain  a  controlling 
interest  in  another,  nor  merely  to  compete  with  a  rival  for 
trade  and  by  mere  comp^tion  to  drive  him  out  of  business, 
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nor  to  offer  better  terms  and  inducements  than  a  rival  in 
business  offered,  and  we  are  by  no  means  inclined  to  deny 
either  of  those  propositions  in  the  abstract,  for  neither  is 
in  terms  forbidden  by  the  act,  nor,  possibly,  by  any  moral 
consideration;  but,  as  we  have  seen,  the  seventh  section  of 
the  act,  in  most  general  language,  provides  that  "  any  per- 
son "who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden 
or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act  "  shall  have  a  right  to 
recover  therefor,  and  the  rulings  of  the  Supreme  Court  to 
which  we  have  called  attention  seem  clearly  to  show  that 
even  lawful  acts  may  become  agencies  of  wrongdoing  if  the 
motive  of  doing  those  acts  be  to  carry  into  effect  a  combina- 
tion made  illegal  under  the  statute,  and  particularly  if  doing 
them  does  in  fact  effectuate  the  purpd&es  of  the  unlawful 
scheme. 

In  the  case  of  Whitwell  v.  Continental  Tobacco  Co.^  126 
Fed.  454,  60  C.  C-  A.  290,  64  L.  R.  A.  689,  cited  for  the  de- 
fendants, the  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  triple  damages,  as 
plaintiff  has  done  in  this  case;  but  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendant in  that  case  consisted  solely  of  a  single  course  of 
business,  and  the  court,  holding,  as  we  construe  its  opinion, 
that  that  particular  course  of  business  was  not  unlawful, 
and  did  not  of  itself  constitute  an  unlawful  combination, 
denied  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover.    If  we  dissect  the 
petition  in  this  case  so  far  as  it  gives  specifications  of  the 
operations  of  the  defendants  in  carrying  their  combinations 
and  conspiracies  into  effect,  and  look  separately  at  each  act 
charged,  we  might  conclude  that  at  least  some  of  them  were 
strictly  within  defendants'  rights,  and  if  the  plaintiff  at 
the  trial  shall  prove  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy,  then 
what  may  be  the  result  when  further  testimony  shall  fully 
show  the  exact  situation,  as  distinguished  from  what  we 
merely  assume  to  be  true  on  demurrer,  we  cannot  now  under- 
take to  determine;  but  as  the  existence  of  the  illegal  oombina- 
tions  and  conspiracies  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
trade  and  commerce  in  tobacco  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer. 
we  have  concluded  that  the  petition  states  a  cause  of  action 
under  the  statute,  and  that,  whatever  may  be  the  case  as  to 
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each  of  the  sep-  [782]  arate  lines  of  conduct  to  which  the 
defendants  resorted  in  the  four  cities  named  to  carry  such 
combinations  and  conspiracies  into  effect,  that  conduct,  when 
taken  together,  may  show  not  only  how  plaintiff  was  injured, 
but  the  motive  of  the  defendants  in  doing  the  things  com- 
plained of.    The  demurrers  will  be  overruled. 

ELECTION. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  all  the  defendants  are  Jointly 
charged  with  having  entered  into  each  of  the  alleged  combi- 
nations and  conspiracies  complained  of,  and,  while  one  is 
charged  with  doing  one  thing  and  one  another,  all  of  these 
acts,  we  think,  are  sufficiently  alleged  to  have  been  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  common  design,  and  for  that  reason  the  mo- 
tions to  require  an  election  are  overruled. 

MOTIONS  TO  MAKE  THE  PETITION  MORE  DEFINITE. 

In  one  form  or  another  each  of  these  motions  seeks  to  have 
the  plaintiff's  averments  as  to  "  damages  "  made  more  definite 
and  certain.  The  motions  in  terms  all  relate  to  the  ^'dam- 
ages," as  distinguished  from  a  statement  of  the  injury  plain- 
tiff claims  to  have  suffered.  We  conceive  the  injury  to  be 
one  thing,  and  the  damages  resulting  from  the  injury  to  be 
another.  Section  134  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Practice  provides 
that  the  court  may  at  any  time,  in  furtherance  of  justice, 
cause  or  permit  a  petition  to  be  amended,  and,  if  its  alle- 
gations be  so  indefinite  or  uncertain  that  the  precise  nature 
of  the  claim  is  not  apparent,  the  court  may  require  the  plead- 
ing to  be  made  definite  and  certain  by  amendment;  and  the 
practice  act  (section  914,  Rev.  St.  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901, 
p.  684])  requires  the  practice,  pleadings,  and  forms  and 
modes  of  proceeding  in  common-law  actions  in  the  federal 
courts  to  conform  as  near  as  may  be  to  those  of  the  state. 

As  already  pointed  out,  the  petition  asserts  that  by  reason 
of  the  alleged  unlawful  acts  of  the  defendants  it  was  dam- 
aged in  the  sum  of  $500,000,  and  these  motions  are  made  in 
order  that  plaintiff  may  be  required  to  show  more  definitely 
and  in  more  detail  the  elements  of  the  ^'damages"  said  to 
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have  been  inflicted  so  that  the  defendants  can  know  what 
they  are  to  meet  The  general  rule  is  accurately  stated  in 
Section  1001  of  Bates  on  Federal  Procedure,  where  it  is  said : 

**  Xbe  damages  are  either  general  or  special.  General  damages  are 
audi  as  naturally  arise  ont  of,  or  are  connected  with,  and  which  the 
law^  implies  or  presmnes  to  have  accrued  from,  the  injnry  complained 
of;  and  special  damages  are  such  as  really  accrued  and  are  not  im- 
plied by  law,  and  are  either  superadded  to  general  damages  arising 
from  an  act  injurious  in  itself,  or  are  such  as  arise  from  an  act  in- 
different and  not  actionable  in  itself,  but  injurious  only  in  its  conse- 
quences, and  they  must  be  specially  alleged.**  Tldd's  Prac  (1807) 
38&--400;  1  Chitty,  PL  (12th  Am.  Bd.)  305-399. 

In  Kentucky  it  is  well  settled  that,  if  the  damages  claimed 
are  such  as  would  usually  or  naturally  accompany  or  follow 
or  be  included  in  the  results  of  the  injuries  complained  of, 
they  may  be  stated  and  claimed  in  general  terms,  but  that 
other  and  further  damages  can  neither  be  proved  nor  re- 
covered unless  expressly  averred  and  shown.    A  familiar 
illustration  of  the  difference  between  the  two  may  be  found 
in  suits  for  damages  for  libel  or  slander.    The  damages 
usually  or  [783  J  naturally  resulting  from  incriminating  pub- 
lications may  be  stated  in  general  terms  and  proved  at  the 
trial ;  but  if,  in  addition,  the  plaintiff  had  been  prevented  by 
the  publication  from  obtaining  or  continuing  to  hold  profit- 
able employment,  such  result  not  usually  following  a  slan- 
derous or  libelous  statement,  there  must  be  a  special  aver- 
ment  showing  the   special   injury,  or  otherwise   damages 
therefor  can  neither  be  proved  nor  recovered  in  the  action. 
The  rule  is  entirely  familiar  that  to  entitle  a  plaintiff  to 
prove  special  damages  he  must  allege  in  his  petition  the  facts 
causing  them.    Many  other  illustrations  might  be  given,  but 
we  think  it  sufficient  to  say  that  in  our  opinion  the  damages 
claimed  in  the  petition  in  this  case  are  not  special  damages 
within  the  rules  distinguishing  them  from  those  which  may 
be  supposed  usually  or  naturally  to  flow  from  the  conduct 
complained  of.    The  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  damages  for 
personal  injuries,  for  example,  is  never  required  to  give  a 
bill  of  particulars  or  an  analytical  statement  showing  in 
detail  how  much  one  bone  or  one  limb  or  one  organ  suffered, 
and  what  portion  of  the  damages  claimed  should  be  appor- 
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tioned  and  attributed  to  each,  and  this  suggestion  will  serve 
to  illustrate  the  idea  of  the  court  in  this  case  as  to  specifying 
the  elements  of  the  damages  daimed.    The  universal  prac- 
tice in  Kentucky  is  to  allege  damages,  when  claimed  as  such, 
in  general  terms,  in  much  the  same  way  as  was  done  by  the 

plaintiff  in  the  petition  in  this  case,  unless  special  damages 
are  sought  to  be  recovered.  The  Kentucky  practice  may  be 
illogical  and  not  the  best  or  fairest  way  for  giving  the  de- 
fendant notice  of  what  he  is  to  meet,  but,  being  the  rule  in 
Kentucky,  we  must  conform  to  it. 

For  these  reasons,  the  motions  to  require  the  petition  to  be 
made  more  definite  and  certain  as  to  the  ^'  damages  '^  claimed 
will  all  be  overruled. 


12611  THOMSEN  ET  AL.  v.  UNION  CASTLE  MAIL 

S.  S.  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals.  Second  Circuit.    October  1,  IMS.) 

[166  Fed.  Rep.,  251.] 

APPEAL   AND  E^BOB    (I   927) — ^DISMISSAL — Rensw. — Id   reTleiilns  a 

judgment  dismissing  plaintiffs'  complaint  over  their  objection  before 
plaintiffs*  testimony  bad  closed.  It  must  be  assumed  that  ptaintifTa, 
if  permitted  to  proceed,  would  have  established  that  whicb  thej 
alleged,  unless  negatived  by  their  evidence  or  admissions  on  tlie 
trial.* 

[Bd.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Appeal  and  Brror,  Ceax.  Dig 
I  3748;  Dec.  Dig.  I  927.1 
Monopolies  (I  16)— Restsaint  of  Tbaoe — Fobbion  Comiiebcb — 
"  Combination  in  Restraint  of  Competition." — A  combination  of 
shipowners  to  prevent  competition  between  members  by  maintain- 
ing uniform  freight  rates  in  South  African  trade,  and  to  eliminate 
the  possibility  of  competition  with  other  lines  by  requiring  shippers 
to  pay  forfeit  money  in  case  they  patronised  other  lines,  oonsti 
tuted  a  combination  in  restraint  of  competition  and  foreign  oom* 
merce.  In  contravention  of  the  federal  anti-trust  statute. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  f  12;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  16. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  2,  p.  1275 ;  vol. 
8,  p.  7606.] 


<'For  opinion  of  Circnit  Court  (149  Fed.  Rep.,  933)  see  ante,  p.  108. 
*  Syllabas  copyrighted.  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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MoifOPoi.iis  (f  12) — ^Rgstraint  or  Tbadb — Reason AinjiNKsa. — lu  an 
action  to  recover  treble  damages  caused  by  an  unlawful  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  foreign  commerce,  in  violation  of  the  federal 
anti-  [M2]  trust  statute,  whether  the  restraint  of  trade  caused  by 
tlie  combination  was  reasonable  or  unreasonable  was  immaterial. 
[Eld.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  t  10:  Deo 

Die.  I  12.J 

Monopolies  (I  12) — Restraint  or  Foreign  Commerce — Continuing 
CoicBiNATioNS. — ^Whcre  a  combination  In  restraint  of  foreign  com- 
merce was  continuing,  It  was  not  material  to  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover  treble  damages  sustained  thereby,  under  the  federal  AntU 
rrrust  Act,  whether  the  combination  was  entered  into  before  or 
after  plaintiffs  commenced  business,  it  being  equally  unlawful  to 
prevent  a  person  from  engaging  in  business  as  to  drive  a  person  out 
of  business. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  f  10;  Dec. 
I>lg.  I  12.] 

MOIVOPOLIES     (f    12) — ^FORBION    COMMERCE — PlAOB   OF    COMBINATION.— 

Where  a  combination  in  restraint  of  foreign  commerce,  in  violation 
of  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act,  was  put  in  operation  in  the  United 
States  and  affected  her  foreign  commerce.  It  was  not  material  to  a 
suit  by  a  person  Injured  thereby  that  It  was  formed  in  a  foreign 
country. 

[fid.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monoimlies,  Cent  Dig.  I  10 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  12.1 
Monopolies  (I  28) — Restraint  of  Foreign  Commerce — Complaint- 
Damages. — Where  a  complaint,  under  the  federal  Ajiti-Trust  Act,  to 
recover  treble  damages  for  a  combination  in  restraint  of  foreign 
commerce,  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  coerced  by  defendants'  unlaw- 
ful combination  to  pay  a  sum  in  addition  to  a  reasonable  freight 
rate,  which  was  held  subject  to  forfeiture  in  case  plaintiffs  shipped 
by  other  lines  or  their  consignees  received  freight  by  other  lines, 
and  also  contained  general  allegations  of  damage.  It  sufficiently 
alleged  that  plaintiffs  had  suffered  damage  by  a  violation  of  the  act. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  I  18;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  28.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York. 

For  opinion  below,  see  149  Fed.  933. 

Lorenzo  Ullo  {Albert  M.  Yuzzolino^  of  counsel) ,  for  plaiQ- 
tiffs  in  error. 
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Oonvers  and  Kirlin  and  Thomas  Thacher  (/.  Parker  Kir- 
lifij  of  counsel),  for  defendants  in  error. 

Before  Lacombe,  Coxe,  and  Notes,  Circuit  Judges. 

Notes,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  treble 
damages  under  the  seventh  section  of  the  federal  anti-trust 
statute.  The  case  came  to  trial,  and  the  plaintiffs  put  in  » 
part  of  their  testimony,  when,  over  their  objection,  the  trial 
court  dismissed  the  complaint. 

In  determining  whether  there  was  error  in  this  action,  it 
must  be  assumed  that  the  plaintiffs,  had  they  been  permitted 
to  proceed,  would  have  established  that  which  they  alleged, 
unless  negatived  by  their  evidence  or  admissions  upon  the 
trial.  The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  engaged  as  carriers  in  the  South  African  trade,  and 
entered  into  a  combination  in  restraint  of  foreign  [253]  trade 
and  commerce  in  violation  of  the  act  by  means  of  a  scheme 
under  which  they  united  as  "The  South  African  Lines," 
fixed  rates,  and  shut  off  outside  competition  by  requiring 
shippers  to  pay  a  percentage  in  addition  to  a  reasonable 
freight  rate  which  they  should  receive  back  in  case — and 
only  in  case — ^they  refrained  from  shipping  by  other  lines. 
The  evidence  shows  the  existence  of  a  "  conference  "  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  and  maintaining  rates  and  a  return  ^'  com- 
mission '*  to  "  loyal "  shippers.  The  manifest  purpose  of  the 
combination  was  to  prevent  competition  between  members  by 
maintaining  uniform  rates,  and  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
competition  with  other  lines  by  requiring  shippers  to  pay 
that  whch  was  equivalent  to  forfeit  money.  The  combina- 
tion, being  in  restraint  of  competition  in  foreign  commerce, 
was  in  contravention  of  the  federal  anti-trust  statute  As 
said  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Naiiotud 
Cotton  OH  Company  v.  Texas,  197  U.  S.  115, 26  Sup.  Ct.  379, 
49  L.  Ed.  689,  in  speaking  of  the  purposes  of  the  federal  and 
state  statutes  against  combinations: 


** 


'According  to  them,  competition,  not  combination,  should  be  the 
law  of  trade.  If  there  is  evil  in  this,  it  is  accepted  as  less  than  that 
which  may  result  from  the  unification  of  interests  and  the  power  such 
unification  gives.*' 
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See,  also.  Northern  Securities  case^  193  XT.  S.  197,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679.  And  if  there  be  any  exception  to  the 
rale  that  the  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to  preserve  competition, 
it  ^wUl  not  be  found  in  a  combination  of  carriers  which  not 
only  eliminates  competition  among  themselves,  but  attempts, 
in  the  manner  shown  in  this  record,  to  prevent  outside  com- 
petition. 

AVhether  the  restraint  of  trade  imposed  by  the  combina- 
tion ^as  reasonable  or  unreasonable  is,  under  repeated  deci- 
sions of  the  Supreme  Court,  immaterial.    Whether  the  com- 
bination was  entered  into  before  or  after  the  plaintiffs  com- 
menced to  do  business  is  equally  immaterial.    The  statute 
applies  to  continuing  combinations.     It  is  as  unlawful  to 
prevent  a  person  from  engaging  in  business  as  it  is  to  drive  a 
person  out  of  business.    That  the  combination  was  formed 
in  a  foreign  country  is  likewise  immaterial.    It  affected  the 
foreign  commerce  of  this  country,  and  was  put  into  operation 
here.     The  complaint,  therefore,  states  an  unlawful  com- 
bination— a  thing  '^  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful " 
by  the  act.   And  the  remaining  question  is  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs were  thereby  injured  in  their  business  or  property. 

The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  coerced  by  the  unlawful  combination  into  paying  a  sum 
in  addition  to  a  reasonable  freight  rate  which  was  held  prac- 
tically subject  to  forfeiture  in  case  the  plaintiffs  shipped  by 
other  lines  or  their  consignees  received  freight  by  other 
lines.  These  are  allegations  of  injuries  inflicted  by  the 
combination.  If  the  plaintiffs  were  coerced  into  paying  sums 
of  money,  in  excess  of  reasonable  rates,  which  were  held  for 
the  very  purpose  of  preventing  that  competition  which  the 
statute  is  designed  to  promote,  they  were  damaged,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  to  the  extent  of  the  sums  so  paid. 
Moreover,  the  complaint  contains  general  allegations  of  dam- 
age which  we  do  not  find  to  have  been  withdrawn  upon  the 
trial.  It  may  be  that  the  plaintiffs  will  be  unable  to  [254]  es- 
tablish the  essential  elements  of  the  claims  for  damage  which 
they  set  up.  But  they  are  entitled  to  their  opportunity — to 
their  full  day  in  court 
Judgment  reversed* 
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[264]    PENNSYLVANIA  SUGAK  REFINING  CO.    v. 
AMERICAN  SUGAR  REFINING  CO.  ET  AL.* 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit    December  16,  190S.) 

[108  Fed.  Rep.»  254.] 

Afpkal  and  Ebbob  (f  910) — Review — Pbesumptions. — Where  defend- 
ant*fi  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  for  failure  to  state  a  cause  of 
action  was  granted,  it  must  be  assumed  on  a  writ  of  error  that  plain- 
tiff, if  given  an  opportunity,  wonld  have  established  the  allegatlona 
of  the  complaint.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  Dec.  Dig. 
§  019.] 

Monopolies  (§17) — Restbaint  of  Tbade — Statutes. — If  a  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade  only  affects  products  within  the  limits  of  the 
state,  it  is  subject  only  to  state  laws,  any  remote  or  incidental  ^ect 
on  interstate  commerce  be&g  insufllcient  to  bring  it  within  the 
federal  law;  but  if,  in  addition,  it  attempts  to  control  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  manufactured  article  across  state  lines,  it  then  directly 
affects  interstate  commerce,  and  is  within  the  prohibition  of  the 
federal  act 

[Bd.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  f  17.1 

Monopolies  (f  17) — Conbfibacy  in  Restbaint  of  Intebstate  Com- 
MEBGB — Monopolizing  Manufagtube  and  Sai.e. — ^Plaintiff  alleged 
that  having  been  engaged  in  the  purchase  of  raw  sugar  in  different 
states  and  in  their  transportation  to  Pennsylvania,  where  it  manu- 
factured the  same  Into  refined  sugar  and  sold  the  same  in  interstate 
commerce.  It  suspended  business  during  the  Spanish  War,  and  en- 
larged its  refinery,  preparing  and  intending  to  resume  business, 
when  defendants  conspired  to  prevent  it  from  engaging  in  business, 
and  accomplished  this  result  by  inducing  plaintlflTs  majority  stock- 
holder to  accept  a  loan,  pledging  his  stocls  as  collateral  with  voting 
power,  by  which  defendant  elected  new  directors,  who  voted  that 
plaintiff  should  do  no  business;  that  the  object  of  such  conspiracy 
was  to  prevent  plaintiff  trcm  engaging  in  business  in  competition 
with  defendant  Held,  that  the  conspiracy  alleged  directly  operated 
not  alone  on  the  manufacture  of  sugar  within  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, but  on  interstate  commerce  in  the  transportation  and  deliv- 
ery of  both  the  raw  material  and  the  manufactured  product,  and 
was  therefore  within  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1800, 
c.  647,  26  Stat.  200  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1001,  p.  32001). 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  (18;  Dec. 
Dig.  f  17.] 

«For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  (160  Fed.  Rep.,  144)  see  ante,  p.  360. 
*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1009,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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MOXiOrOIklKS    (f    28)— BBSnttAIBT  OV   TBAinH-lNTEll8TATB    COMlfBBCB— 

CoNTiifUAivcB  ov  BiTBiNBis. — Where  plaintiff,  in  a  anit  to  recover 
treble  damnges  under  tlie  Federal  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890, 
c  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  320O]),  alleged  that 
plaintiff  had  been  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  but  liad  tempora- 
rily ceased  baaineaB  and  enlarged  its  reflnerj  at  large  expense,  and 
prepared  and  intended  to  resume  bnsinesa  as  before,  but  had  been 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  defendant's  alleged  acts,  the  complaint 
was  not  demurrable  as  showing  that  plaintiff  was  not  engaged  in 
bnsiness  and  had  no  established  bnsiness  to  injure  at  the  time  of  the 
conspiracy. 

[£3di  Note. — For  other  casee^  see  Monopolies*  Dec.  Dig.  (  28.] 
[2M]   MoNOPOLixs  (i  28) — Rbbtbaiivt  ot  Tsade— Anti-Tbust  Stat- 
ute— Complaint.— A  complaint  to  recover  damages  under  the  fed- 
eral Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  32001)  charged  that  defendants  combined  and 
concrpired  to  prevent  plaintiff  from  engaging  in  business  and  in 
interstate  commerce,  and  induced  S.,  who  was  a  majority  stock- 
holder in  plaintiff  corporation,  to  accept  a  loan  from  defendant 
company  and  pledge  as  security  a  majority  of  plaintiff's  capital 
stock  with  the  absolute  voting  power;  that  defendant  used  such 
power  to  elect  directors  favorable  to  carrying  out  the  object  of  the 
conspiracy,  which  defendant  did  by  voting  that  plaintiff  should  not 
engage  in  business— the  complaint  stated  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  violation  of  the  act. 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  I  28.] 
CoBFOBATioNs   (I  317) — CONSPIRACY — DiBECTOBs. — ^A  Corporation  can 
not  conspire  that  its  own  directors  shall  be  unfaithful  to  it. 
[Bd.  Note — For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Dec.  Dig.  f  817. 
Llftbility  of  corporation  fbr  conspiracy,  see  note  to  Hindman  T. 
First  Net  Bank,  38  C.  C.  A.  17.  J 

OOBPOBATIONS  *(l    317) — DiBECTOBS — WbONGFUL    ACTIS — EFFBOT    AS    TO 

Corporations. — Action  of  directors  in  the  name  of  their  corpora- 
tion, detrimental  to  Its  interests  and  in  bad  faith,  Is,  with  respect 
to  them,  the  act  of  the  corporation  in  name  only. 

[Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Dec.  Dig.  f  317.] 
C3o»oBAraoNs  (f  317) — Miboonduct  or  Dibeotors — ^Rights  or  Cob- 
poaATioN — ^Damages. — Directors  and  others  consplrlag  to  obtain 
action  by  the  directors  against  the  interest  of  the  corporation  for 
wrongful  and  ulterior  purposes  are  liable  to  the  corporation  for 
the  damages  caused  theretjy. 

(Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Dec.  Dig.  I  317.] 

OOSVOBATIONS     (ft    317) — ^DlRBCTORS — ^WRONorUL    ACTS   OF    MaJOBITT^ 

C0RP0BATJO9  IN  PARI  DELICTO. — Where  defendants  obtained  control 
of  plaintiff  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  ruining  it  and  to  prevent 
plaintiff  from  ever  becoming  a  competitor,  and  carried  out  such 
unlawful  purpose  by  vote  of  a  majority  of  plaintiff's  stock  that 
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plaintiff  should  cease  business  against  the  protest  of  the  minority 
stockholders,  the  corporation  and  defendants  were  not  in  pari 
delicto. 

[Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Dec.  Dig.  (  817.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York, 

For  opinion  below,  see  160  Fed.  144. 

H.  Snowden  MarahaU  and  Oeorge  H.  EarUj  Jr.  (Frank 
S.  Blacky  Joseph  De  F.  Junkin,  and  John  W.  Hutchtn- 
sofij  Jr.j  on  the  brief) ,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

John  G.  Johnson  (Henry  W.  Taft^  on  the  brief),  for  de- 
fendants in  error  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  and  John  E. 
Parsons. 

Howard  Taylor^  for  other  defendants  in  error. 

Before  Lacombe,  Coxe,  and  Notes,  Circuit  Judges. 

Notes,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  treble  damages  under 
the  seventh  section  of  the  federal  anti-trust  [256]  statute 
(Act  July  2, 1890,  c  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901, 
p.  3202]). 

The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiff,  a 
Pennsylvania  corporation,  had  from  the  year  1883  to  the 
year  1898  been  engaged  in  the  business  of  importing  raw 
sugar  from  other  states  and  foreign  countries  into  the  state 
of  Pennsylvania,  manufacturing  it  there  into  refined  sugar, 
and  exporting  the  manufactured  product  to  other  states  and 
countries;  that  the  plaintiff  ceased  carrying  on  such  business 
in  1898  on  account  of  the  Spanish  War,  and  had  not  actually 
resumed  at  the  time  of  the  conspiracy  complained  of,  but  at 
such  time  had  erected  a  new  and  enlarged  sugar  refinery 
upon  its  premises  in  said  state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was  pre- 
pared and  intended  to  resume  and  continue  the  business 
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which  it  had  before  carried  on ;  that  the  defendanta  conspired 
to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  re-engaging  in  business,  and 
that  they  accomplished  their  object  by  inducing  one  Segal, 
who  indirectly  held  a  controlling  stock  interest  in  the  plain- 
tiff corporation,  to  accept  a  loan  of  a  large  sum  of  money 
and  to  turn  over  to  them  such  interest,  with  the  voting  power 
attached  thereto,  which  they  exercised  to  elect  new  directors 
and  caused  such  directors  to  vote  that  the  plaintiff  should  do 
no  business.  The  defendants  answered,  and  the  case  came 
on  for  hearing,  when  a  motion  was  made  to  diamiaR  the  com- 
plaint upon  the  ground  that  it  failed  to  state  a  cause  of 
action.    This  motion  was  granted  by  the  trial  court 

Upon  this  writ  of  error  we  must  assume  that  the  plaintiff, 
if  given  the  opportunity,  would  have  established  the  allega- 
tions of  its  complaint— would  have  shown  that  it  was  di- 
rectly engaged  in  importing  raw  sugar,  refining  it,  and  ex- 
porting the  finished  product;  that  it  temporarily  ceased  to  do 
business,  and  was  prepared  to  resume  with  larger  facilities, 
when,  through  the  defendants'  conspiracy,  it  was  prevented 
from  so  doing. 

The  defendants  first  contend  that  the  conspiracy  stated  in 
the  complaint  relates  to  manufacture — to  production — ^and, 
consequently,  does  not  directly  restrain  interstate  commerce, 
in  violation  of  the  anti-trust  statute.  This  contention  is 
founded  upon  the  decision  in  United  States  v.  E.  C,  Knight 
Co.y  166  U.  S.  1,  16  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  326,  upon  which 
the  trial  court  based  its  decision.  A  comparison  of  the 
Knight  case  with  the  case  at  bar  shows  some  striking  super- 
ficial resemblances.  Both  relate  to  actions  of  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Company  in  obtaining  control  of  independ- 
ent sugar  refining  companies  in  Philadelphia.  But  there  is 
this  fundamental  distinction  between  them :  The  one  was  an 
agreement  for  the  restriction  of  competition  which  related 
directly  to  manufacture  and  only  indirectly  to  interstate 
commerce;  the  other  was  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  a  manu- 
facturer from  engaging  in  business  which  necessarily  directly 
restrained  interstate  commerce.  An  agreement  or  combina- 
tion for  the  elimination  of  competition,  from  an  economic 
point  of  view,  may  not  operate  in  restraint  of  trade.    It  may 

10870'— S.  Doc.  lU.  02-1,  vol  8 36 
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actually  derelop  and  increase  trade.  Sudi  an  agreement, 
however,  from  a  legal  viewpoint,  is  necessarily  in  restraint 
of  trade.  The  law  regards  competition  as  the  life  of  trade, 
and  sb  that  which  restricts  competition  restrains  trade.  But 
a  contract  in  ref^STlstraint  of  trade  may  or  may  not  be 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade.  If  it  directly  affect  only 
production  within  the  limits  of  a  state,  it  is  in  restraint  of 
intrastate  trade  and  is  subject  only  to  state  laws.  Any  re- 
mote or  incidental  effect  upon  interstate  trade  is  insufficient 
to  bring  it  within  the  federal  enactment.  If,  however,  the 
contract  go  further  and,  for  example,  control  the  disposition 
of  the  manufactured  article  across  state  lines,  it  directly 
affects  interstate  commerce,  and  thus  may  contravene  both 
state  and  national  laws.  On  the  other  hand,  a  conspiracy 
to  prevent  a  manufacture  who  procures  his  supplies  and 
disposes  of  his  products  by  means  of  interstate  commerce 
from  engaging  in  business  at  all  necessarily  places  restraints 
upon  such  commerce.  Its  flow  is  restricted  and  interrupted. 
The  importation  and  exportation  of  articles  of  commerce 
are  directly  prevented,  and  none  the  less  so  because  the  con- 
spiracy may  be  of  so  wide  a  scope  as  to  interfere  with  inter- 
state commerce  also. 

Now,  in  the  Knight  ccae  there  was  an  agreement  for  the 
elimination  of  competition,  and  not  a  conspiracy.  In  that 
case  the  United  States  brought  suit  to  annul  certain  con- 
tracts by  which  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  ac- 
quired, through  the  exchange  of  shares,  controlling  interests 
in  several  competing  refineries  in  Philadelphia.  These  re- 
fineries continued  in  operation  after  such  acquisition  of  con- 
trol, and  the  amount  of  sugar  refined  in  Philadelphia  was 
increased.  The  arrangement  had  for  its  object  a  unification 
of  interests  in  the  business  of  sugar  refining  in  Pennsylvania. 
No  intention  to  place  any  restraint  upon  interstate  commerce 
was  shown,  and  the  contracts  in  question  bore  no  direct  re- 
lation to  such  commerce.  Any  restraint  which  was  created 
by  legal  construction  was  indirect  and  remote.  In  the  pres- 
ent case  the  elements  of  agreement  and  combination  for  the 
elimination  of  competition  are  wholly  absent.  The  object 
of  the  conspiracy  was  to  exclude  the  plaintiff  from  business, 
not  to  unite  with  it.    The  refinery  was  to  be  shut  down  and 
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not  opemied.  The  interstate  shipments  which  would  have 
resulted  from  its  operation  were  prevented.  Instead  of  there 
being  a  development  of  business  and  increase  of  traffic,  the 
possibility  of  there  being  any  traffic  at  all  was  excluded. 

The  decision  in  the  KnigM  case  was  that  upon  the  proofs 
the  agreements  there  in  question  related  to  manufacture — to 
production — and  were  not  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce, although  they  may  have  affected  such  commerce  inci- 
dentally and  indirectly.  But  there  is  present  in  this  case 
that  ip^hich  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  said  was  absent  in  the 
Knight  ease  J 166  U.  S.  1,  17, 15  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  825: 

**  Tliere  was  nothing  in  the  proofs  to  Indicate  any  intention  to  put 
a  restraint  upon  trade  or  commerce,  and  the  flact,  as  we  have  seen, 
tliat  trade  or  commerce  might  be  indirectly  affected,  was  not  enough 
to  entitled  complainants  to  a  decree." 

In  the  present  case  the  proofs,  if  supporting  the  allega- 
tions, would  show  a  conspiracy  which  could  have  no  other 
possible  result  than  to  put  a  direct  restraint  upon  interstate 
commerce.    The  complaint  alleges  specifically  that  the  object 
and  intention  of  the  conspirators  was  to  prevent  interstate 
importation  and  exportation  as  well  as  intrastate  manu- 
[868]facture.    *^The  object  and  intention  of  the  combina- 
tion determined  its  legality."    Loewe  v.  LawloTj  208  U.  S, 
274, 28  Sup,  Ct  301, 62  L.  Ed.  488.    See,  also,  Swift  v.  United 
States^  196  U.  S.  875,  25  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  618.    Had 
the  complaint  merely  charged  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  procuring  its  materials  by  means  of  interstate 
commerce,  it  would  manifestly  have  stated  a  conspiracy 
prohibited  by  the  statute.    In  our  opinion,  it  stated  such  a 
conspiracy  none  the  less  when  it  went  further  and  charged 
a  conspiracy  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  engaging  in  any 
business  at  all,  interstate  or  intrastate.    This  extract  from 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Holmes  in  Swift  v.  United  States^ 
196  U.  S.  375,  26  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  is  pertinent : 

"  Although  the  combination  alleged  embraces  restraint  and  monop- 
oly of  trade  within  a  single  state.  Its  effect  upon  commerce  among 
the  states  Is  not  accidental,  secondary,  remote,  or  merely  probable. 
On  the  allegations  of  the  bill  the  latter  commerce  no  less,  perhaps 
even  more,  than  commerce  within  a  single  state.  Is  an  object  of 
atUck." 
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See,  also,  Loew  ▼.  Lc^wloTy  208  U.  S.  S74, 88  Sup.  Ct  801, 
52  L.  £d.  488. 

It  must  be  clearly  borne  in  mind  that  the  defendants  in 
this  case  are  not  charged  simply  with  preventing  the  plaintiff 
from  engaging  in  a  manufacturing  business.    If  they  were, 
the  Knight  decision  would  undoubtedly  be  applicable.    They 
are  expressly  charged  also  with  preventing  the  plaintiff  from 
engaging  in  interstate  commerce — with  preventing  the  im- 
portation of  raw  materials  and  the  exportation  of  the  mana- 
factured  product    In  fact,  the  allegations  go  so  far  as  to 
charge  a  conspiracy  to  prev^it  the  interstate  transportation 
of  materials  and  products.    In  the  face  of  these  allegations 
this  court  cannot  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  main  pur- 
pose of  the  conspiracy  was  to  prevent  manufacture,  and  that 
its  effect  upon  interstate  trade  was  incidental  and  remote. 
The  combination  in  the  Knight  case  was  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  control  of  the  corporations  in  question,  and,  un- 
doubtedly, of  monopolizing  the  sugar  business.    The  pur- 
pose of  the  conspiracy  in  the  present  case  was  not  only  to 
obtain  control  of  the  plaintiff  corporation,  and  thus  doubtless 
acquire  a  monopoly,  but  to  exercise  the  power  of  control  so 
obtained  to  wholly  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  engaging  in 
a  business,  the  carrying  on  of  which  necessarily  involved 
interstate  commerce. 

If  we  are  to  apply  in  the  present  case  the  principles  of  a 
case  involving  a  contract  or  combination  for  the  elimination 
of  competition,  those  stated  in  Addyston  Pipe^  etc.,  Co.  v. 
United  States,  175  U.  S.  2S9,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136, 
are  more  nearly  applicable  than  those  of  the  Knight  ease. 
In  the  Addyston  Pipe  case  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  said,  dis- 
tinguishing the  Knight  case: 


4< 


The  direct  purpose  of  the  combination  in  the  Knight  case  was 
the  control  of  the  manufacture  of  sugar.  There  was  no  combination 
or  agreement,  in  terms,  regarding  the  future  disposition  of  the 
manufactured  article;  nothing  looking  to  a  transaction  in  the  nature 
of  interstate  commerce.  The  probable  iutention  on  the  part  of  the 
manufacturer  of  the  sugar  to  thereafter  dispose  of  it  by  sending  it 
to  some  market  in  another  state  was  held  to  be  immaterial  and  not 
to  alter  the  character  of  the  combination.  •  •  •  The  case  was 
decided  upon  the  principle  that  a  combination  simply  to  control  manu- 
facture [869]  was  not  a  violation  of  the  act  of  Ck>ngreflB,  because 


^ 
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snch  contract  or  combination  did  not  directly  control  or  affect  Inter- 
state commerce;  but  that  contracts  for  the  sale  and  transportation  to 
other  states  of  specific  articles  were  proper  subjects  of  regulations* 
because  they  did  form  part  of  such  commerce.  We  think  the  case  now 
before  us  Involves  contracts  of  the  nature  last  above  mentioned,  not 
tocldentally  or  collaterally,  but  as  a  direct  and  Immediate  result 
of  the  combination  engaged  In  by  the  defendants.  *  *  *  If,  there- 
fore, an  agreement  or  combination  directly  restrains,  not  alone  the 
manufacture,  but  the  purchase,  sale,  or  exchange  of  the  manufactured 
commodity  among  the  several  states.  It  Is  brought  within  the  provl- 
atone  of  the  statute.  The  power  to  regulate  such  commerce — that  Is, 
the  power  to  prescribe  the  rules  by  which  It  shall  be  governed — ^Is 
▼estied  In  Congress,  and,  wh&k  Congress  has  enacted  a  statute  such 
as  the  one  In  question,  any  agreement  or  combination  which  directly 
operates,  not  alone  upon  the  manufacture,  but  upon  the  sale,  trans- 
portation, and  delivery  of  an  article  of  Interstate  commerce,  by  pre- 
venting or  restricting  its  sale,  etc.,  thereby  regulates  Interstate  com- 
merce to  that  extent,  and  to  the  same  extent  trenches  upon  the  power 
of  the  national  Legislature  and  violates  the  statute.'' 

In  this  case  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  engaged  in  the  purchase  of  raw  materials  in  different 
states  and  in  their  transportation  to  Pennsylvania,  in  the 
manufacture  of  the  refined  sugar  there,  and  in  the  sale  of  tlie 
manufactured  product  and  its  transportation  to  other  states 
and  countries.  It  further  alleges  that  the  object  of  the  con- 
spiracy was  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  re-engaging  in  all 
those  undertakings,  which  was  accomplished  by  preventing 
it  from  engaging  in  business  at  all.  The  conspiracy  directly 
operated  not  alone  upon  the  manufacture,  but  upon  the  pur- 
chase, sale,  transportation,  and  delivery  of  an  article  of  inter- 
state commerce  by  preventing  altogether  such  purchase,  sale. 
transportation,  and  delivery,  as  well  as  such  manufacture. 
And  thereby,  in  the  words  of  the  Addyston  Pipe  case^  it 
^regulates  interstate  commerce  to  that  extent,  and  to  the 
same  extent  trenches  upon  the  power  of  the  national  Legis- 
lature and  violates  the  statute." 

Loewe  v.  Lawlor^  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed. 
488,  is,  however,  the  case  which,  more  than  any  other,  seems 
of  controlling  authority  here.  In  that  case,  like  this,  tliere 
was  no  combination  or  agreement  for  the  elimination  of  com- 
p0titioii,  but  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  a  manufacturer  from 
carrying  on  his  business.     Ifr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  said 
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488]): 

"  The  averments  here  are  that  there  was  an  existing  Interstate  traffic* 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  citia^is  of  other  states,  and  that  for  tbe 
direct  purpose  of  destroying  such  interstate  traffic  defendants  com- 
bined  not  merely  to  prevoit  plaintiffs  from  manufacturing  articles 
then  and  there  intended  for  transportation  beyond  tbe  state,  but  alao 
to  prevent  the  vendees  from  reaelling  the  hats  which  they  had  Im- 
ported from  Connecticut,  or  from  further  negotiating  with  plaintUEp 
for  the  purchase  and  intertransportatlon  of  such  hats  from  Connect!* 
cut  to  the  various  places  of  destination.    So  that,  although  some  of 
the  means  whereby  the  interstate  traffic  was  to  be  destroyed  were 
acts  within  a  state,  and  some  of  them  were  in  themselves,  as  a  part 
of  their  obvious  purpose  and  effect,  beyond  the  soope  of  federal  author- 
ity, still,  as  we  have  seen,  the  acts  must  be  considered  as  a  whole,  anil 
the   plan   is   open   to   condemnation,    notwithstanding   a   negligiMe 
amount  of  intrastate  business  might  be  effected  in  carrying  it  out    If 
the  purposes  of  the  combination  were,  as  alleged,  to  prevent  any  inter- 
state transportation  at  all,  the  fact  ttiat  the  means  operated  at  one 
Old  beyond  physical  transportation  com-  [260]  menced,  and  at  the 
other  end  after  the  physical  transportation  ^ded,  was  immaterial.** 

The  averments  in  the  present  complaint  cannot  be  dis- 
tinguished in  principle  from  those  appearing  in  the  Loewe 
complaint.  In  both  it  is  alleged  that  the  respective  defend- 
ants combined  not  only  to  prevent  the  respective  plamtifls 
from  manufacturing  articles  intended  for  interstate  trans- 
portation, but  also  to  prevent  them  from  engaging  in  inter- 
state transportation  and  traffic  at  all.  It  is  true  that  in  this 
case,  as  in  that  case,  the  conspiracy  affected  intrastate  as  well 
as  interstate  business,  but,  as  we  have  already  seen,  it  aflected 
the  latter  none  the  less  because  it  affected  die  former. 

For  these  reasons,  we  think  that  the  conspiracy  charged  in 
the  complaint  does  not  relate  wholly  to  production  within 
the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  that  the  present  case  is  not 
controlled  by  the  Knight  decision. 

The  defendants  next  contend  that  the  complaint  fails  to 
state  a  cause  of  action,  because  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  engaged  in  business  at  the  time  of  the  conspiracy; 
that  it  had  no  established  business  to  injure.  But  in  the  very 
recent  case  of  Thomsen  v.  Union  Castle  MoSL  Steamskip  Oa. 
(decided  October,  1908),  166  Fed.  261,  this  court  said:  ''It  is 
as  unlawful  to  prevent  a  person  from  engaging  in  business 
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as  it  is  to  drive  a  person  out  of  business."  A  person  has  a 
legal  light  to  engage  in  a  Uiwf ul  business.  If  he  is  unlaw- 
fully excluded  from  exercising  this  right,  when  he  is  pre- 
pared and  intends  to  exercise  it,  he  suffers  an  injury  for 
which  the  law  awards  damages — ^he  is  ^^ injured"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  federal  statute.  He  may  be  unable  to  prove 
substantial  compensatory  damages,  but  in  stating  the  in- 
fringement of  his  legal  rights  he  states  a  cause  of  action  at 
least  for  nominal  damages,  and  may,  perhaps,  so  state  it  a^ 
to  call  for  exemplary  damages.  Scott  v.  Donald^  165  [J.  S. 
58,  17  Sup.  Ct.  265,  41  L.  Ed.  632. 

Hut  the  defendants  further  urge  that  the  complaint  merely 
shows  a  naked  intention  to  engage  in  interstate  commerce. 
and  that  legal  damages  cannot  be  predicated  upon  the  preven- 
tion of  the  carrying  out  of  any  such  intention.    We  cannot 
so  regard  the  allegations  of  the  complaint.     It  is  averred 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  engaged  in  interstate  commerce, 
had  temporarily  ceased  to  do  business,  had  built  a  new  re- 
finery at  great  expense,  and  was  prepared  and  intended  to  re- 
sume business  as  before.   Something  more  than  a  mere  mental 
intention  to  engage  in  interstate  commerce  is  involved  when 
a  corporation  spends  millions  of  dollars  in  building  a  sugar 
refinery  which  is  only  of  use  when  operated  and  which  can 
only  be  operated  by  engaging  in  interstate  commerce.    The 
amount  of  money  actually  lost  in  the  enterprise  cannot  be 
regarded  as  wholly  speculative  and  problematical. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  complaint  failed  to  show  that 
the  defendants  did  anything  which  was  ^^  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful "  by  the  federal  anti-trust  statute.  As 
already  shown,  however,  the  complaint  charges  that  defend- 
ant combined  and  conspired  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from 
engaging  in  business  ajad  in  interstate  commerce;  that  they 
iduced  Segal  to  accept  a  loan  from  the  American  Sugar  Be- 
fining  Company  and  to  pledge  as  security  therefor  a  majority 
of  the  [261]  capital  stock  of  the  plaintiff  corporation  under 
such  conditions  that  the  American  Company  obtained  the 
absolute  voting  power  thereon;  that  the  American  Company 
used  this  power  to  elect  directors  favorable  to  the  carrying 
out  of  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  and  that  such  directors 
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accomplished  such  object  by  voting  that  the  plaintiff  should 
not  engage  in  business.  The  substance  of  the  charge  is  that 
the  defendants  obtained  the  control  of  the  plaintiff  corp(»a- 
tion  to  ruin  it  and  to  prevent  it  from  ever  becoming  a  com- 
petitor of  the  American  Company,  and  that  they  carried  out 
their  unlawful  purpose  in  violation  of  the  trust  imposed  upon 
the  majority  stockholders  for  the  benefit  of  the  minority,  and 
by  inducing  directors  to  be  unfaithful  in  the  performance 
of  the  duties  of  their  office.  In  our  opinion,  the  complaint 
sufficiently  states  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trad^ 
and  commerce  within  the  meaning  of  the  federal  statutes. 
Indeed,  no  more  effectual  means  to  make  a  conspiracy  effec- 
tive could  be  devised  than  the  manipulation,  in  the  manner 
described  in  the  ccMnplaint,  of  the  control  afforded  by  holding 
a  majority  stock  interest — ^manipulation  wholly  in  violation 
of  the  trust  obligation  of  a  majority  stockholder  to  the 
minority  and  of  the  directors  to  all  the  stockholders. 

It  is  finally  contended  that,  if  the  conspiracy  was  illegal, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  party  to  it,  and  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  the  other  parties.  The  answer  to  this  contention  is 
that  a  corporation  cannot  conspire  that  its  own  directors  ^all 
be  unfaithful  to  it  Action  which  directors  take  in  the  name 
of  their  corporation,  detrimental  to  its  interests  and  in  bad 
faith,  is,  with  respect  to  them,  the  act  of  the  corporation  in 
name  only.  Directors  and  other  persons  entering  into  a 
conspiracy  to  obtain  such  action  for  wrongful  and  ulterior 
purposes  are  liable  to  the  corporation  for  the  damages 
caused  therdt)y.  Nothing  is  shown  in  this  case  to  call  for 
the  application  of  the  doctrine,  ^'/n  pari  d^Hicto  potior  eat 
conditio  defendentisJ*^ 

It  may  be  that  the  plaintiff  will  be  imable  to  establish  ihe 
allegations  of  its  complaint — ^will  be  unable  to  show  any  such 
unlawful  conspiracy  as  it  alleges.  But  the  allegations  are 
very  broad  and  sweeping.  They  state  a  cause  of  action,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  opportunity  to  prove  them  if 
it  can. 

There  was  error  in  dismissing  the  complaint,  and,  accord- 
ingly, the  judgDMDt  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed. 
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(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Clrcait.     December  16.  1908.) 

[166  Fed.  Rep.,  261.] 

Monopolies  (§  28 — ^Anti-Trust  Aot — Bxistino  Bitsiness. — In  order 
to  state  a  cause  of  action  for  damages  for  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  under  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  injury  to  an  existing  business,  though  it  is  neoes- 
sary  to  state  facts  showing  an  intention  and  preparedness  to  en- 
gage in  business,  it  being  as  unlawful  to  prevent  a  person  from 
engaging  in  business  as  it  is  to  drive  one  out  of  business.^ 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  28.] 
[262]  Monopolies  (§  28) — CoNSPia^OT  in  Restraint  or  Interstate 
Commerce — Complaint — Incidental  Allegations. — Where  a  com- 
plaint for  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  foreign  commerce  in  violation 
of  the  federal  Anti-Trust  Act  charged  injury  to  plaintiffs  plauta- 
tion  by  Costa  Rican  officials  resulting  from  an  alleged  conspiracy 
with  defendant,  and  also  that  defendant  controlled  the  banana 
market  in  the  West  Indies  and  in  Central  and  South  America  and 
prevented  plaintiff  from  buying  and  shipping  bananas  to  the  United 
States  and  selling  them  to  its  great  profit,  which  it  would  otherwise 
have  done,  such  latter  allegation  would  be  treated  as  incidental  to 
plaintiff's  demand  for  damages  for  injury  to  its  plantation,  in  the 
absence  of  an  allegation  that  plaintiff  had  invested  any  money  in 
preparing  to  engage  in  buying,  shipping,  and  selling  bananas  as  a 
business  independent  of  the  operation  of  its  own  plantation. 
[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  fi  28.] 
International  Law  (fi  12) — ^Acts  or  Foreign  Government. — Where 
Costa  Rica  was  de  facto  sovereign  over  that  part  of  Panama,  in- 
cluding the  McConnell  concession,  at  the  time  plaintiff's  plantation 
and  railroad  in  such  concession  was  injured  by  the  acts  of  the  Costa 
Rican  soldiers  and  officers  acting  under  governmental  authority, 
such  acts  were  immune  from  investigation  or  review  by  the  courts 
of  the  United  States. 

[Bd.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  International  Law,  Dec.  Dig. 
f  12.] 
Principal  and  Agent  (f  14) — Government  and  Informer — Informer's 
LiABiLiTT. — Where  plaintiff's  plantation  in  Panama,  over  which  the 
CoBta  Rican  government  exercised  de  facto  sovereignty,  was  in- 
jured through  the  acts  of  the  Costa  Rican  officers  and  soldiers  aet- 

•For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  (160  Fed.  &ep.,  184)  see  aula,  p.  812. 
*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  0(k 
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Ing  pursuant  to  an  alleged  conspiracy  between  tlie  officers  of  the 
Costa  Rican  goyenunent  and  defendant,  plaintiff'^  competitor  in 
business,  defendant  could  not  be  charged  with  the  acts  of  snch 
Costa  Rican  officials  on  the  theory  that  the  Costa  Rican  gorem- 
ment  merely  acted  as  defendant's  agent  in  carrying  out  its  desires, 
there  being  nothing  to  show  that  the  Costa  Bican  government  was 
not  acting  on  its  own  responsibility  and  in  its  governmeiual 
capacity. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Principal  and  Agent,  Dec.  Dig. 
fi  14.] 
Torts  (I  22) — Joint  Tokt-Feasobs — Government  and  Individuai. — 
Where  officers  and  soldiers  of  Costa  Rica  committed  depredations  od 
plaintiff's  plantation  in  Panama,  through  an  alleged  conspiracy  be- 
tween defendant  and  the  governing  officials  of  Costa  Rica,  defendant 
and  the  Costa  Rican  goveruuient  could  not  be  regarded  as  Joint 
tort-feasors. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Torts,  Dec.  Dig.  fi  22.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York. 

For  opinion  below,  see  (C.  C.)  160  Fed.  184. 

Wheeler^  Cartis  and  Haight  {Everett  P.  Wheeler^  Clarence 
B.  Smitkj  and  John  W.  Griff en^  of  counsel) ,  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Strang  and  Cadwalader  {Moorfield  Storey  and  Henry  W, 
Taftj  of  counsel),  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Lacohbe,  Coxe,  and  Notes,  Circuit  Judges. 
NoTSS,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  treble  damages  under 
the  seventh  section  of  the  federal  anti-trust  statute  (Act 
July  2,  1890,  c  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p. 
3202]). 

The  ccmiplaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  defendant 
corporation  was  organized  in  1899,  and  thereafter  at  all 
times  engaged  in  the  Misiness  of  importing  bananas  into  the 
United  States  from  Central  and  South  America;  that  in 
1899  and  subsequent  years,  for  the  purpose  of  [268]  monopo- 
lizing the  banana  trade  between  such  countries,  of  regulating 
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prioeB,  contitdling  production,  and  preventing  competition, 
the  defendant  acquired  the  iH*oper)y  and  business  of  several 
competing  corporations  and  individuals,  entered  into  con- 
tracts regulating  prices  and  restricting  business  with  other 
competitors,   acquired   controlling   stock   interests   in   still 
others,  and  organized  a  common  selling  agent  for  all;  thi.t 
in   April,  1903,  one  McConnell  began  to  make  a  banina 
plantation  upon  the  northerly  bank  of  the  Sixola  river  in 
Panama,  then  a  part  of  the  United  States  of  Colombia,  nnd 
to  build  a  railway  connecting  said  plantation  with  the  nearest 
port  and  affording  the  only  practicable  means  of  access  to 
the  plantation;  that  said  McConnell  obtained  the  transfer 
of  a  concession  to  build  such  railroad  from  an  official  of  the 
United  States  of  Colombia,  who  subsequently  recommended 
to  his  government  that  Co^  Rica  be  allowed  to  admini«>ter 
the  territory  through  which  it  was  to  run,  notwithstanding 
such  teiritory  had  previously  been  awarded  to  Colombia  by 
an  award  of  the  President  of  France  acting  in  accordance 
with  a  treaty  between  Colombia  and  Costa  Bica;  that  in 
November,  1903,  that  part  of  the  United  States  of  Colombia 
known  as  the  ^^  Department  of  Panama,"  and  including  the 
territory  in  question,  revolted  and  became  the  republic  of 
Panama ;  that  in  June,  1904,  the  plaintiff  corporation,  which 
had  been  organized  for  the  purpose  of  growing  and  buying 
bananas  in  Coitral  America  and  importing  them  into  the 
United   States,  purchased  said  plantation  and  concession 
from  McConnell,  and  spent  large  sums  of  money  in  the 
development  of  the  plantation  and  construction  of  the  mil- 
road;  that  in  July,  1904,  Costa  Bican  soldiers  and  officials, 
instigated  and  induced  by  the  defendant,  seized  a  portion 
of  the  plaintiff's  plantation  and  a  cargo  of  supplies  recently 
landed  thereon ;  that  said  soldiers  and  officials  have  continued 
to  forcibly  occupy  and  hold  said  portion  of  said  plantation, 
have  stopped  the  construction  and  operation  of  said  railroad, 
and  have  wholly  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  carrying  on  its 
business;  that  the  plaintiff  has  endeavored  to  induce  the 
government  of  Costa  Rica  to  withdraw  its  soldiers  and 
officials,  but  such  government  has  refused  to  do  so ;  that  the 
defendant  baa  purdiaaed  an  aUeged  title  to  the  plaintiff's 
plantation,  and  has  instituted  certain   prooeedings  there- 
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under,  and  that  the  defendant  and  its  associates  have  com- 
bined to  prevent  the  sale  of  bananas  to  other  exporters  than 
themselves,  and  have  made  such  arrangements  with  growers 
that  there  is  no  market  in  which  bananas  can  be  purchased 
by  the  plaintiff  for  export 

The  defendant  answered,  and  the  case  came  on  for  trial, 
when  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  the 
ground  that  it  failed  to  state  a  cause  of  action.  This  motion 
was  granted  by  the  trial  court,  and  the  plaintiff  brings  this 
writ  of  error. 

The  seventh  section  of  the  federal  and  anti-trust  statute, 
upon  which  this  action  is  brought,  provides  that  any  person 
^'  injured  in  his  business  or  property  "  by  reason  of  anything 
forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  the  act  may  recover 
threefold  damages.  It  is  then  of  first  importance  to  ascer- 
tain what  actions  of  the  defendant  have  injured  the  plaintiff. 
If  the  complaint  contains  allegations  of  actions  which  have 
not  had  that  effect,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  them,  how- 
ever much  they  may  contravene  the  other  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Thus  [264]  the  averments  concerning  the  various 
combinations  for  the  elimination  of  competition,  standing 
by  themselves,  are  immaterial.  If  the  defendant  had  not 
done  the  things  which  injured  the  plaintiff,  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion would  be  stated,  even  if  it  were  apparent  that  the  pre- 
existing combinations  had  been  of  the  most  unlawful  nature. 
So  the  allegations  concerning  the  purchase  of  the  alleged 
title  and  the  conmiunication  of  the  Colombian  official  to  his 
government  are  inmiaterial,  because  it  does  not  appear  that 
they  injured  the  plaintiff. 

The  only  damages  claimed  in  the  complaint  are — stated 
inversely  to  the  order  of  their  importance:  (1)  For  the  in- 
jury resulting  from  the  securing  of  control  by  the  defendant 
and  its  associates  of  the  banana  market  (2)  For  the  in- 
jury to  the  plantation,  business,  and  railroad  inflicted  by  the 
Ciosta  Rican  officials. 

Now,  in  order  to  state  a  cause  of  action  for  damages  under 
the  statute,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  an  injury  to  an  exist- 
ing business.  As  said  by  this  court  in  Thamaen  v.  Union. 
OoMUe  McA  SUamahip  Oo.  (dMdsd  October,  1906)  166  Fed. 
851,  ^  it  is  as  unlawful  to  prevent  a  person  from  engaging  in 
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boaineflB  as  it  is  to  drive  a  person  out  of  business."   See,  also, 
Pennsylvania  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v.  American  Sugar  Refin- 
ing Co.  (decided  this  day)  166  Fed.  254.    But  it  is  necessary 
to  state  facts  showing  an  intention  and  preparedness  to  en- 
gage in  business.    Thus  in  the  Pennsylvania  Sugar  Refining 
ease  it  was  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  erected  and  equipped 
a  sugar  refinery,  and  was  prepared  and  intended  to  engage 
in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  sugar,  when  it  was  prevented 
from  so  doing  by  the  acts  of  the  defendants.    In  the  present 
case,  however,  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  made 
any  preparations  to  engage  in  the  business  of  buying  bananas 
independently  of  the  operation  of  its  own  plantation,  nor 
that  it  desired  or  intended  to  engage  therein  as  a  separate 
and  independent  business.    It  is  not  averred  that  the  plain- 
tiff invested  any  money  in  preparing  to  engage  in  any  such 
independent  business;  nor  does  the  extent  to  which,  nor  even 
the  country  in  which,  it  desired  or  intended  to  engage  there- 
in, appear.    The  only  allegation  is  that  the  defendant's  con- 
trol of  the  banana  market  in  the  West  Indies  and  Central  and 
South  America  prevented  the  plaintiff  "  from  buying  any 
bananas  and  shipping  them  and  selling  them  in  the  United 
States,  as  it  would  otherwise  have  done  to  its  great  profit." 
But  in  view  of  the  other  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  of 
the  fact  that  this  demand  is  stated  as  the  basis  for  claiming 
^  additional '-  damage,  we  think  that  it  should  be  treated  as 
being  incidental  to  the  more  substantial  demand  for  damage.s 
for  injuries  to  the  plantation  and  railroad — that  the  plain- 
tiff intended  to  deal  in  bananas  from  other  plantations  only 
as  auxiliary  to  its  principal  business  of  growing  and  ship- 
ping its  own  fruit.    Certainly  the  allegations  are  too  indefi- 
nite and  uncertain  to  state  a  cause  ef  action  based  upon  an 
independent  and  separate  demand.     Therefore,  unless  our 
inquiry  shows  that  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action 
growing  out  of  the  acts  of  the  Costa  Rican  officials,  we  must 
hold  that  it  was  properly  dismissed. 

In  pursuing  this  inquiry  we  may  consider,  in  addition  to 
the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint,  those  appearing  in  the  let- 
ter of  Secretary  Root  [266|  to  the  American  minister  at 
Panama.  In  this  letter  the  Secretary  says,  among  other 
things: 
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"  In  tbe  Department's  conceptloa  of  this  matter,  Costa  Btea  ocer- 
cises  at  present  a  temporary  de  facto  sovereignty  over  the  territory 
included  in  the  Mc€k>nneU  concession,  subject  of  right  to  be  diverted 
at  any  time  at  the  will  of  Panama,  but  actually  continuing  until  such 
time  as  the  pending  boundary  treaty  is  ratified.    •    •    • 

"In  considering  the  present  connection  of  Panama  with  t3ie  terri- 
tory in  question,  it  would  appear  that  that  state  has  consented  that 
Oosta  Rica  continue  as  the  de  facto  sovereign  until  the  ratification 
of  the  treaty.  If  Panama  should  interfere  and  seek  to  exercise  at 
present  Jurisdiction  north  of  the  Sixola  river,  this  would  be  inconsist- 
ent with  her  recognition  of  Costa  Rica's  temporary  sovereignty  in  that 
district.  In  the  view  of  the  Department,  as  long  as  the  latter  govern- 
ment is  the  sovereign  In  possession,  whatever  attributes  tliat  accom- 
pany or  attend  possession  should  be  conceded  to  her,  Indading  the 
right  to  control  by  taxation,  or  otherwise,  importations,  eta,  at 
Gadocan." 

Whatever,  therefore,  may  have  been  the  Loubet  award  or 
its  effect  with  respect  to  the  boundary  line  between  Costa 
Bica  and  Colombia — whatever  may  have  been  the  rights  de 
jure — we  must  start  with  the  proposition  that  the  plaintiff's 
plantation  at  the  time  of  the  acts  in  question  was  in  territory 
over  which  Costa  Rica  was  de  facto  sovereign.  We  must  also 
treat  the  acts  of  the  soldiers  and  officials  of  Costa  Rica  as 
acts  done  by  the  authority  of  the  government  of  that  coun- 
try. The  complaint  shows  that  that  government  in  effect 
ratified  such  acts  and  refused  to  withdraw  from  the  plain- 
tiff's plantation. 

Now  the  only  theory  upon  which  the  plaintiff  can  be 
awarded  damages  against  the  defendant  is  that  it  is  respon- 
sible for  unlawful  acts  instigated  by  it.  It  cannot  be  held 
responsible  for  procuring  that  to  be  done  by  authority  of  the 
government  of  Costa  Rica  which  was  lawful.  Consequently 
this  court  is  called  upon  to  investigate  the  lawfulness  of 
acts  done  under  the  authority  of  a  foreign  independent 
state.  But  this  court  cannot  undertake  any  such  investi- 
gation. The  acts  complained  of  were  adopted  by  the  govern- 
ment of  a  sovereign  state  in  its  political  capacity  and  in  the 
exercise  of  its  de  facto  sovereignty.  The  question  of  their 
legahty  or  illegality  cannot  be  determined  by  the  courts  of  . 
another  country. 
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In  Underhm  v.  Henumdez,  66  Fed.  677,  679,  13  C.  C.  A. 
51,  88  L.  B.  A.  406,  this  court  said : 

**  Conditions  of  comity  and  of  the  highest  expediency  require  that 
tlie  conduct  of  states,  whether  in  transactions  with  other  states  or 
witli  indiyiduals*  their  own  citizens,  or  foreign  citizens,  should  not 
be  called  in  question  by  the  legal  tribunals  of  any  other  Jurisdiction. 
The  citizens  of  a  state  have  an  adequate  redress  for  any  grievance 
at  its  hands  by  an  appeal  to  the  courts  or  the  other  departments  of 
tbeir  own  government.  Foreign  citizens  can  rely  upon  the  interven- 
tion of  their  respective  governments  to  redress  their  wrongs  even  by 
a  resort,  if  necessary,  to  the  arbitrament  of  war.  It  would  be  not 
only  offensive  and  unnecessary,  but  it  would  imperil  the  amicable 
relations  between  governments  and  vex  the  peace  of  nations,  to  per- 
mit the  sovereign  acts  or  political  transactions  of  states  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  examination  of  the  legal  tribunals  of  other  states.** 

And  in  afSrming  the  judgment  in  the  Hernandez  case  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  said  (168  U.  S.  251,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  84,  42  L.  Ed.  466) : 

[266]  "  Every  sovereign  state  is  bound  to  respect  the  independence 
of  every  other  sovereign  state,  and  the  courts  of  one  country  wiU 
not  sit  in  Judgment  on  the  acts  of  the  government  of  another  within 
its  own  territory.  Redress  of  grievances  by  reason  of  such  acts  must 
be  obtained  through  the  means  open  to  be  availed  of  by  sovereign 
powers  as  between  themselves." 

In  Webb's  Pollock  on  Torts,  p.  137,  it  is  said : 

"An  act  done  by  the  authority,  previous  or  subsequent,  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  sovereign  state  in  the  exercise  of  de  fiicto  sovereignty, 
is  not  examinable  at  all  in  the  courts  of  Justice  of  any  other  state.'* 

See,  also,  Duke  of  Brunswick  v.  King  of  Hanover^  2  H.  L. 
Cas.  1,  affirming  6  Beav.  1, 18  L.  J.  Ch.  107;  Nabob  of  Arcot 
V.  East  India  Go,^  4  Brown,  Ch.  131 ;  Hatch  v.  Baez^  7  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  690. 

As  already  indicated,  it  is  sufficient  to  exclude  an  examina- 
tion by  this  court  of  the  lawfulness  of  the  acts  in  question 
that  they  were  committed  in  territory  over  which  Costa  Rica 
was  the  de  facto  sovereign.  Indeed,  had  that  government 
been  merely  a  de  facto  government  its  acts  could  not  be  called 
in  question.  See  Hernandez  case  65  Fed.  67  T,  582,  18 
C.  C.  A.  51,  88  L.  R.  A.  405.  And  the  letter  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  here  shows  that  Panama  even  consented  that  Costa 
Rica  should  exercise  temporary  sovereignty  over  this  terri- 
tory until  the  ratification  of  a  treaty  between  them. 
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Upon  principle  and  authority,  it  follows  that  Coeta  Rica 
is  entitled  to  immunity  from  any  investigation  of  its  sov- 
ereign acts  by  this  court.  The  plaintiff,  however,  asserts 
that  this  immunity  is  only  an  immunity  from  suit  which  has 
no  bearing  upon  the  defendant's  liability.  But,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  inmiunity  is  far  broader  than  this.  The  validity 
of  an  act  adopted  by  a  sovereign  state  cannot  be  inquired  into 
at  all— directly  or  collaterally — ^by  the  courts  of  another 
state.  Belief  must  be  sought  in  the  courts  of  the  former  state 
or  through  diplomatic  channels. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  Costa  Bican  government 
should  be  treated  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
defendant  should  be  held  responsible  as  principal  for  its 
acts.  But  the  relation  of  a  government  acting  in  its  political 
capacity  to  a  person  who  furnishes  the  information  upon 
which  it  acts  cannot,  from  the  very  nature  of  things,  be  that 
of  principal  and  agent.  The  early  case  of  Rafael  v.  Verelst^ 
2  Wm.  Black,  1055,  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  does  not  sustain 
any  such  proposition.  The  very  point  of  that  case  was  that 
the  Nabob  who  seized  the  plaintiff  was  not  acting  as  sov- 
ereign, but  contrary  to  his  own  inclination — as  "  a  mere  ma- 
chine, an  instrument  and  engine  of  the  defendant."  In  the 
present  case,  although  instigated  by  the  defendant,  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  Costa  Bican  government  failed  to 
act  upon  its  own  responsibility  as  a  sovereign  state,  or  that 
it  ever  professed  to  act  in  behalf  of  the  defendant. 

Upon  similar  principles,  there  is  no  ground  for  contend- 
ing that  the  defendant  and  the  government  of  Costa  Bica 
were  joint  tort-feasors.  That  relation,  too,  is  wholly  incon- 
sistent with  the  relation  of  a  sovereign  government  acting  in 
its  political  capacity — ^as  the  government  of  Costa  Bica  did — 
to  an  informer,  no  matter  how  malicious  the  latter  might  be. 

[267]  For  these  reasons,  it  is  held  that  the  acts  which  re- 
sulted in  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  business  and  property 
were  those  of  the  government  of  Costa  Bica,  for  which  the 
defendant  cannot  here  be  held  responsible.  Consequently  the 
complaint — based  upon  those  acts — fails  to  state  a  cause  of 
action. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  aflkmed. 
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[481]  GOSHEN  RUBBER  WORKS  v.  SINGLE  TUBE 

AUTOMOBILE  &  BICYCLE  TIRE  CO. 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Seventb  Clrcait    Cktober  20,  180&) 

[166  Fed.  Bep.,  481.] 

Patents  (§  266) — ^License  to  Manttfaotub:'— JNTBiiroEMKNT. — ^Wliere 
goods  manufactured  under  a  patent  are  sold  by  the  patentee  or 
licensee,  the  royalty  having  been  previously  paid  or  secured,  the 
patentee  cannot  treat  the  seller  or  user  as  an  infringer.* 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Patents,  Cent  Dig.  §  410;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  286.1 

Patents  (§  211) — Licenses — Contbaot  with  Licensees — Modifica- 
tion.— ^An  owner  of  certain  patents  relating  to  the  manafacture  of 
bicycle  and  automobile  tires  executed  a  license  to  manufacture  and 
sell  to  various  companies  for  the  full  unexpired  patent  term.  There- 
after an  agreement  was  made  with  the  various  licens*H«  to  secure 
the  payment  of  royalty  on  tires  to  be  subsequently  made,  by  which 
the  owner  of  the  patent  was  enabled  to  ascertain  the  exact  sales 
of  tires  made  by  each  licensee,  and  the  per  centum  of  royalties 
secured  by  the  agreement  was  rendered  certain  in  amount  The 
agreement  also  provided  for  the  services  of  an  arbitrator,  at  the 
sole  cost  of  the  licensees,  whose  decision  was  made  final.  Held. 
that  such  agreemoit  should  be  treated  as  a  written  modification 
of  the  license,  and,  being  of  benefit  to  the  owner  of  the  patent 
was  based  on  a  sufficient  consideration. 

[Ed.  Note.—For  other  cases,  see  Patents,  Cent  Dig.  §§  804,  310; 
Dec.  §  211.] 

1482]  Monopolies  (fi  14) — Sale  or  Patented  Abticles — Contbaot 
WITH  Licensees — Validity — Bestbaint  or  Trade. — Since  the  public, 
by  licenses  to  manufacture  patented  automobile  tires,  only  secured 
the  right  to  purchase  the  tires  after  th^y  have  been  manufactured 
and  offered  for  sale,  and  has  no  right  to  have  the  competition  be- 
tween the  different  licensees  continued,  a  modification  of  the  licenses 
between  the  owner  of  the  patent  and  the  various  licensees  regulating 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  such  tires  was  not  objectionable  as  a 
restraint  of  trade,  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act 
July  2,  1800,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  32001). 
[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  §  11 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  f  14.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Indiana. 

•  SyUabuB  copyrighted,  1900,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 87 
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"  Action  by  a  patentee  against  a  licensee  to  recover  an  agreed  soni 

being  royalties  tor  the  use  of  tbe  invention. 

"The  defense  set  «p  is  that  the  agreement  upon  which  suit  was 
brought  constitutes  a  restraint  of  trade  and  is  therefore  invalid.  The 
case  is  much  like  Rubber  Tire  Wheel  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  Rubber  Works 
Co,  (C.  G.)  142  Fed.  531;  Consolidated  Rubber  Tire  Co,  v.  Diatnond 
Rubber  Co.  of  New  York,  157  Fed.  678,  85  G.  G.  A.  349.  AU  the 
pleadings  were  withdrawn  by  leave  of  court  except  the  amended  dec- 
laration, and  an  answer  was  filed  setting  up  facts  tending  to  support 
the  defense  that  the  agreement  sued  on  was  one  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  therefore  invalid.  A  demurrer  to  the  answer  was  filed,  which 
was  sustained  by  the  court  The  defendant  declined  to  answer  over, 
wh^eupon  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  r^idered,  and  the  case  was 
removed  by  writ  of  error  into  this  .court. 

"  The  facts  are  that  the  defendant  in  error,  the  Single  Tube  Auto 
mobile  k  Bicycle  Tire  Company,  is  the  owner  of  certain  letters  pateni 
for  the  mannfticture  of  automobile  and  bicycle  tires.  On  July  19. 
19Q2,  it  licensed  the  plaintiff  in  error,  the  Goshen  Rubber  Works,  t4» 
manufacture,  sell,  and  use  tires  embodying  the  invention,  for  a  license 
fee  of  |8  per  pair,  and  certain  sums  in  addition  to  such  royalty.  The 
license  was  for  the  full  unexpired  portion  of  the  patent  term.  Before 
and  after  the  license  was  made,  the  Single  Tube  Company  made  simi- 
lar licenses  to  a  number  of  other  companies,  and  on  September  16, 
1903,  a  ^Micensees*  agreemoit,*'  so  called,  was  made  between  the 
Single  Tube  Company  and  all  of  its  licensees,  including  the  Goshen 
Company.  The  contract  sued  on  is  the  liceuMees  agreement.  This 
agreement  runs  for  one  year,  and  is  in  general  terms  similar  to  the 
agreement  set  out  in  the  Rubber  Tire  Wheel  case.  It  recites  that  the 
parties  have  been  licensed  by  the  Single  Tube  Company  to  manufac- 
ture and  sell  tires  under  the  patent,  and  that  it  is  the  desire  of  all  the 
parties  that  the  right  and  license  to  manufacture  i^all  be  exercised 
to  the  extent  set  forth  in  the  agreement  upon  uniform  terms  and  con- 
ditions; that  all  the  operations  of  the  licensees  i^Aiall  be  supervised 
to  the  said  desired  &i6  by  an  impartial  administration.  Therefore 
it  is  agreed  that  the  licensees  shall  each  pay  to  one  Jackson,  who  is 
appointed  in  the  agreement  to  supervise  the  transactions  between  the 
parties,  $500  fbr  each  1  per  centum,  and  a  ratable  amount  for  each 
fraction  thereof  of  the  quota  of  each  of  the  lic^isees,  which  quota  wap 
fixed  according  te  the  number  of  tires  manufactured  by  each  licensee. 
Those  licensees  exceeding  the  quota  agreed  upon  should  pay  additional 
royalty  of  25  per  centum  on  the  amount  over  the  quota  of  each,  and 
if  less,  then  the  licensee  should  receive  a  like  percentage  on  the  amount 
it  might  be  short  The  kind  of  bicycle  tires  to  be  manufactured  was 
restricted,  and  the  prices  therefor  fixed,  as  well  as  the  prices  on  car- 
riage and  automobile  tires.  All  royalties  collected  by  the  Single  Tube 
Company  were  to  be  paid  over  to  Jackson,  less  the  amounts  provided 
for  in  the  respective  license  agreements  to  each  of  the  licensees.    It 
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any  UcoBses  fllK>uld  aeU  any  tires  at  cnt  prices,  it  shonld  foifeit  au 
axnoont  equal  to  the  entire  amonnt  iUTolved  to  be  divided  among  the 
other  parties  to  the  agreement  Jaduwn  was  to  have  inspection  uf 
an  contracts  and  books  of  account  of  the  licensees,  [488]  and  de<*.ide 
any  and  all  questions  arising  between  any  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract His  decislott  was  to  be  final,  each  party  agreeing  to  abide 
tbtrebir.  Jackson's  cempenflatioB  was  to  be  agreed  upon  between  him 
and  the  Single  Tube  Company.  The  validity  of  this  agreement  was 
challenged  by  the  answer  as  falling  within  the  Sherman  Act  (Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  aod 
also  upon  the  ground  that  the  snbject-matter  of  the  licensees'  agree- 
m^kt  had  been  released  from  the  dominion  of  the  patent  monopoly  at 
tbe  time  such  agreement  w«is  made,  and  was  subject  to  the  provlsloup 
of  svch  act ;  In  other  words,  that  there  was  no  comsideration  for  the 
licensees*  agreement  because  tbe  licensor  had  authorized  the  Croshen 
Company  to  make,  use,  and  sell  the  monopoly  secured  by  the  patent 
for  Its  full  term,  and  the  licensees'  agreement  was  therefore  without 
coBstderation." 

S.  C.  HubbeU^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Augastns  L,  Hume%^  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Baksr  and  Seaman,  Circuit  Judges,  and  San- 
BOBK,  District  Judge. 

Sakbork,  District  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above). 

If  the  patentee  still  retained  an  interest  in  the  patent 
and  the  licensees'  agreement  was  made  on  sufficient  considera- 
tion, the  case  is  entirely  ruled  by  Rubber  Tire  Wheel  Co,  v. 
MUwaukee  Rubber  WorkSy  above  cited.  It  is,  however, 
sought  to  distinguish  that  case  by  the  argument  that  the 
licenses  to  various  manufacturers  for  the  full  term  of  the 
patent  divested  the  patentee  of  any  further  Interest,  and 
operated  to  release  the  patented  devices  from  the  monopoly 
of  the  patent.  Of  course,  the  patentee  still  remains  the 
owner.  The  licenses  might  be  modified  at  any  time  by  any 
subsequent  arrangement  between  licensor  and  licensee.  If 
tbe  subsequent  licensees'  agreement  was  for  the  benefit  of 
the  owners  of  the  patent,  then  it  was  upon  sufficient  con- 
sideration, amounted  to  a  modification  of  the  licenses,  and 
was  in  all  respects  a  valid  contract.  It  is  familiar  law  that 
articles  manufactured  under  the  term  of  the  patent  are  taken 
out  of  the  limits  of  the  monopoly  and  become  part  of  the 
common  property  of  the  country.  When  they  an  sold  by 
the  patentee  or  his  licensee,  the  royalty  having  been  pro- 
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viously  paid  or  secured,  the  patentee,  having  onoe  received 
his  royalty  cannot  treat  the  seller  or  user  as  an  infringer. 
Morgan  Envelope  Co.  v.  Albany  Paper  Co,^  152  U.  S.  426, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  627,  38  L.  Ed.  600 ;  Natymal  Phonograph  Co.  v. 
Schlegel^  128  Fed.  738,  64  C.  C.  A.  694.  The  licensees'  agree- 
ment, however,  related  entirely  to  tires  to  be  manufactured 
in  the  future,  upon  which  no  royalty  had  been  paid.  The 
licensees'  agreement  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment  of  the  royalty  upon  tires  to  be  subsequently 
made,  and  the  patentee  had  a  vital  interest  in  the  character 
and  the  amount  of  the  tires  to  be  so  manufactured.  It  will 
hardly  be  denied  that,  if  at  any  time  the  licensees'  operations 
were  unsatisfactory,  the  parties  might  by  subsequent  agree- 
ment modify  them ;  or,  if  the  operations  of  the  licensee  were 
so  unsatisfactory  and  unbusinesslike  as  to  amount  to  a  breach 
of  the  agreement,  the  licensor  would  have  the  right  to  ter- 
minate it  and  make  a  license  to  another. 

It  seems  clear,  therefore,  that  the  dominion  of  the  pat- 
entee remains  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  substantial  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  made  by  the  licensee.  The  only 
right  secured  to  the  public  by  the  licenses  was  to  purchase 
the  tires  after  they  had  been  manufactured  and  [4341  offered 
for  sale.  It  did  not  obtain  the  right  to  have  the  competition 
between  the  different  licensees  continued,  or  in  any  way  ob- 
tain an  embargo  against  a  modification  of  the  licenses. 

The  following  purposes  beneficial  to  the  Single  Tube  Com- 
pany were  secured  by  the  agreement  sued  on:  It  was  en- 
abled to  ascertain  the  exact  amount  of  sales  of  the  patented 
tires  made  by  each  licensee;  the  per  centum  of  royalties  se- 
cured by  the  agreement  was  rendered  certain  in  amount. 
The  reputation  and  value  of  the  patented  tires  may  have 
been  further  increased  by  the  provisions  as  to  price  and 
quality  of  tires  to  be  made.  The  services  of  an  arbitrator 
were  secured  at  the  sole  cost  of  the  licensees.  The  decision 
of  the  arbitrator  was  made  final,  thereby  preventing  possible 
litigation  between  the  parties.  And  the  agreement  in  suit 
may  be  regarded  as  a  written  modification  of  the  license. 
All  of  these  matter  are  beneficial  to  the  pantentee,  and  form 
a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  agreement. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 
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[566]   BLOUNT  MFG.  CO.  2;.  YALE  &TOWNE  MFG.  CO. 
(drcoit  Ck)urt,  D.  Mas8acba8ett&    January  14,  1900.) 
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MONOFOLOfl     (fl2) — GONTKAOT     IN     RESTBAnrT     OF     TRAOB— PaTSRTXD 

AsTicLBS. — ^Where  certain  contracts  between  manufacturers  of 
Uqnid  door  checks  restrained  each  of  the  parties  in  the  exercise  of 
its  rights  under  its  own  patents  and  in  the  sale  of  its  articles  made 
thereunder,  the  contracts  were  not  rendered  valid,  though  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  commerce,  because  they  also  authc.ized  each  of 
the  parties  to  use  patented  inventions  belonging  to  the  others.^ 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  S  12.] 

MonoPOUES  (S  12) — Patented  Abtigles — License — Sherman  Act. — 
A  sale  or  license  of  a  patented  article,  with  a  covenant  not  to  com- 
pete, made  as  an  ordinary  incident  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  thing 
conveyed,  was  not  within  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  Ck)ng.  July 
2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Corap.  St  1901,  p.  3200]). 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  S  12.] 

Patents  (§  191) — Bioht  or  Patentee — Use — Gontbacts. — While  it 
is  the  ordinary  privilege  of  the  owner  of  a  patent  to  use,  or  not, 
without  question  of  motive,  the  grant  of  a  patent  confers  on  the 
patentee  no  right  not  to  use  his  invention,  or  to  agree  not  to  do  so, 
in  restraint  of  trade  in  that  article,  except  in  connection  with  an 
assignment  of  the  rights  conferred  by  the  letters  patent. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Patents,  Cent.  Dig.  S  268;  Dec. 

Dig.  i  191. 
Power  of  patentee  to  control  his  invention,  see  note  to  Beaton- 
Peninsular  B.  F.  Co.  v.  Eureka  Specially  Co,,  25  C.  C.  A.  280.] 

Monopolies  (8  12) — Contract  in  Bestbaint  of  Trade — Patent  Arti- 
cle— ^RBSTRionoN  of  Use. — Contracts  between  manufacturers  of 
liquid  door  checks  under  various  patents,  by  which  each  agreed  to 
restrict  its  own  trade  in  the  article  of  his  own  invention,  not  as  an 
incident  to  a  grant  of  rights  under  patents,  but  to  enhance  the 
price  by  the  removal  of  competition,  and  which  constituted  a  gen- 
eral plan  to  regulate  and  control  the  business  of  dealing  in  such 
checks  sold  in  interstate  commerce,  the  plan  comprehending  the 
maintenance  of  price,  the  pooling  of  profits,  the  elimination  of  com- 
petition, and  restraint  of  improvements,  constituted  a  violation  of 
the  Sherman  anti-trust  act  (Act  Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat. 
209  [IT.  8.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  and  were  therefore  unenforce- 
able. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  12.] 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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In  EquitT.    On  demunrtt-  to  bill  of  UMijiTiiiii 

Otof>p€  Z.  Ifa^h^rry  jjid  IT.  H.  Lgcmard^  far  ocaqilaintnt. 

f*idk  Ki^  K^nj4L-*m^  H^rri:i  and  AMve,  for  defendant 


Tbis  is  a  dec2::TTer  lo  a  bill  for  an  accocntn^^in  aceofdnce 
with  the  tem-s  of  a  cor.m.-^  cv-::>->err.ir.g  the  profits  arisiiic: 
from  the  n.jLii;:f jLv^ur>t  ani  silr  of  l:q:iiid  door  chfrfa. 

This  <»r.irftvt«  Exhibit  A,  is  nude  pan  of  Ike  bilL  Hie 
b;ll  ar.i»^^cs  the  (vicieinporftiieiKis  m^Vir.g  d  a  CMUaft  be- 
tw>p^n  the  «^n:p!i:r.*yit  a»d  tb*  P.  it  F.  Corbin  GompaiiT, 
Exhibit  R.  Br  nrfertu:*  lii?  is  ruie  a  ptit  of  the  contrftct 
Exhibit  A.  Tije  Fic^;:^.!  MAi:ufAvi,:Lrii:^  [SSS]  CompanT. 
cor/.p'.Ainant.  Wir^  a  F"^^^  ^^  ^^^^  coiktracts,  ve  nay  ood- 
x^^r,:«^:.:>  ai>:.r^..i<i  ::/fn;  bv  r-AlI.mr  Exhiiwt  A  tlie  ••Yale 
JE  Tv>»vT>f  .•^.•rTri.'^.^  ar-i  Ex>-:'r  it  B  t'rje  •Corbin  contnet.'" 

1  an  of  th^'  crir.i.c  ir-Ai  the  tr:>e  .'vcirrarraal  illations  be- 
iw<y^r*  thi>  cv^r.  y^i.T.ini  ar.i  itfer.£ar.i  ii:;i^  be  sought  in 
K^th  cvM^trfcvii^  *.iKi  il^i  :iie  ra^.^.tx  of  tie  Yale  A  Towne 
oor.tr^v-^  is  to  be  Mers^Twc  br  e.xar..:iai:jn  of  the  «SHi  of 
Kvh. 

In  *r,  avWx:r.:.T^  ^iirSis-  ;i>e  Y^lje  4  Tc'vue  contract  flie 
«^^r/y'!*;r**r.;^^  ^^.&:Y  cf  rr:-£:  ir."».:ii  be  Srt^rcined,  in  acoord- 
a;xv  ^  .;h  }\iirj<:r»;4h  I.  rj  £i*i.:^  li^K  d.fereiice  between  the 
w4  jNrioft?  aci*«i  >  iwy.v^^a  ai>i  iJie  arKinriiT  nsed  "oen- 
tmof  %'nxs'^  5*rt  fv.r;-.  a>  ar  arrf^.1  bfc<::>  iinr 
s;«  %1  *vf  fry^T^.^r  T,^  Sf  ir>rT«?^  .tt  3:T..:T.i?4ied  br 
*  f  iV  r>o;  jiT.M,.: :  rtx-Y.* ^i  .-c  r»i.!-.i  .t.  ^r: r<'r.i«Lts  lvore«n  the 
l^'■^^  .r,:  XU:  *.:fc.;,.r  .•i  C»i.-;»i.:3  kzti  :*!<•  Ccctiin  CompanT. 
V^x^  \«V^  A  T*'*i*  Oou'.oti.T  ^  u.*is  d.rf^TL^T  iarfmri^i  in 
\)^  vV.r,S;r  CN^?  :rifo:.  1;  rjt^  sjrnec  as  an  a?%!«c«iir  paMr*  and 
Va<  *-^<^  ,^i  t,-*  iV  T»:v^  r>r^.*^Tjs  »^f,  tbe  O^rbir  ror- tract,  as 
*\-jVvji:s  ir.  ;%&r*;jrrj,vih  ::  :.i  :m.:  .vcira,^  I^raxrraph  5  of 
tbf  \  xV  *^  T/*:^  Av.  ,r».-*i  aW  pr;«x  »3<^  ihsx  iwice*  ai«  to 
iy  o<s« :":... ;W,  troji;  ;.i4ie  T^  i.x.!*  :r  a£T«y«iexii  Iwam^eai  die 
>VNy;rjt  X',*;t  ;  r»,-::  r  -^  0 .-^r.' n*^ - t .  :r.f  Yi)e  ib  Tov-ae 
f«o;,,r;T^  Oor,  ^M..^^.  4:»c  u>e  v\vb*r  CHin.TiaT.T. 
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Snch  relations  are  established  between  the  complainant,  the 
defendant,  the  Corbin  Company,  and  the  Bussel*  &  Erwin 
Company  that  the  contracts  before  us  must  be  regarded  m 
related  parts  of  a  general  plan  to  regalate  and  control  the 
business  of  dealing  in  liquid  door  checks.  The  plan  compre- 
hends the  maintaining  of  prices,  the  pooling  of  profits,  the 
elimination  of  competition,  and  the  restraint  of  improve- 
ments. 

If  relating  to  ordinary  articles  of  trade  or  commerce,  it 
seems  reasonably  clear  that  these  contracts  would  be  in  vio- 
lation of  Act  Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  known  as  the  "  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act,"  and  therefore  unenforceable. 

The  complainant  contends  that  the  demurrer  should  be 
overruled,  because  such  contracts  are  legal  and  valid  when 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  comprises  solely  articles 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  which  are  protected  by  patents. 
The  amended  bill  alleges  in  effect  that  all  liquid  door  checks 
manufactured  or  sold  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
contracts  embodied  patented  devices  or  improvements. 

While  the  language  of  the  contracts  is  broad  enough  to 
cover  unpatented  as  well  as  patented  articles,  yet  in  view  of 
the  allegations  of  the  amended  bill  I  should  hesitate  to  sus- 
tain the  demuTper  merely  on  the  ground  that  the  contract 
covers  articles  which  do  not  embody  patents.  The  principal 
question  is  whether  the  fact  that  the  articles  to  which  the 
agreements  relate  embody  patented  inventions  is  sufficient  to 
make  the  Sherman  Act  inapplicable.  This  question  was  not 
passed  upon  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Bement  v.  National 
Earrow  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058. 
That  decision  related  to  restraints  and  conditions  imposed 
in  connection  with  the  grant  of  patent  rights. 

Rubber  Tire  cfe  Wheel  Company  v.  Milwaukee  Rubber 
Company^  154  Fed.  358,  83  C.  C.  A.  336,  and  Indiana  Manu- 
facturing Company,  [567]  154  Fed.  365,  83  C.  C.  A.  343,  are 
cited  by  the  complainant,  but  the  decisions  are  not  directly 
in  point. 

It  seems  self-evident  that  a  contract  which  is  only  coex- 
tensive with  the  monopoly  conferred  by  letters  patent,  and 
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Opinicm  of  t3l6  Oourt 
In  Eqaity.    On  demurrer  to  bill  of  complaint. 

George  Z.  Mayherry  and  TT.  H.  Leonard^  for  complainant. 

Fiah^  Richardson^  Herrick  and  Neave^  for  defendant. 

Bbown,  Distriei  Judge. 

This  is  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  an  accounting  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  a  contract  concerning  the  profits  arising 
from  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  liquid  door  checks. 

This  contract,  Exhibit  A,  is  made  part  of  the  bill.  The 
bill  alleges  the  contemporaneous  making  of  a  contract  be- 
tween the  complainant  and  the  P.  &  F.  Corbin  Company, 
Exhibit  B.  By  reference  this  is  made  a  part  of  the  contract, 
Exhibit  A.  The  Blount  Manufacturing  [556]  Company, 
complainant,  being  a  party  to  both  contracts,  we  may  con- 
veniently distinguish  them  by  calling  Exhibit  A  the  ^  Yale 
&  Towne  contract,"  and  Exhibit  B  the  "  Corbm  contract.*' 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  true  contractual  relations  be- 
tween this  complainant  and  defendant  must  be  sought  in 
both  contracts^  and  that  the  validity  of  the  Yale  &  Towne 
contract  is  to  be  determined  by  examination  of  the  effect  of 
both. 

In  an  accounting  under  the  Yale  &  Towne  contract  the 
complainant's  share  of  profit  would  be  determined,  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  7,  by  finding  the  difference  between  the 
net  prices  actually  received  and  the  arbitrarily  fixed  '^  con- 
tract costs"  set  forth  as  an  agreed  basis  for  accounting; 
said  difference  to  be  increased  or  diminished  by  one-half 
of  the  net  amount  received  or  paid  in  settlements  between  the 
Blount  Manufacturing  Company  and  .the  Corbin  Company. 
The  Yale  &  Towne  Company  is  thus  directly  interested  in 
the  Corbin  contract.  It  has  signed  as  an  associate  party,  and 
has  assented  to  the  provisions  of,  the  Corbin  contract,  as 
appears  in  paragraph  17  of  that  contract.  Paragraph  5  of 
the  Yale  &  Towne  contract  also  provides  that  prices  are  to 
be  determined  from  time  to  time  by  agreement  between  the 
Blount  Manufacturing  Company,  the  Yale  &  Towne  Manu- 
facturing Company,  and  the  Corbin  Company. 
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Such  relations  are  established  between  the  complainant,  the 
defendant,  the  Corbin  Company,  and  the  Busselt  &  Erwin 
Cconpany  that  the  contracts  before  us  must  be  regarded  a6 
related  parts  of  a  general  plan  to  regalate  and  control  the 
business  of  dealing  in  liquid  door  checks.  The  plan  compre- 
hends the  maintaining  of  prices,  the  pooling  of  profits,  the 
elimination  of  competition,  and  the  restraint  of  improve- 
ments. 

If  relating  to  ordinary  articles  of  trade  or  commerce,  it 
seems  reasonably  clear  that  these  contracts  would  be  in  vio- 
lation of  Act  Cong.  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200) ,  known  as  the  "  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act,"  and  therefore  unenforceable. 

The  complainant  contends  that  the  demurrer  should  be 
overruled,  because  such  contracts  are  legal  and  valid  when 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  comprises  solely  articles 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  which  are  protected  by  patents. 
The  amended  bill  alleges  in  effect  that  all  liquid  door  checks 
manufactured  or  sold  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
contracts  embodied  patented  devices  or  improvements. 

While  the  language  of  the  contracts  is  broad  enough  to 
cover  unpatented  as  well  as  patented  articles,  yet  in  view  of 
tfa«  allegations  of  the  amended  bill  I  should  hesitate  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer  merely  on  the  ground  that  the  contract 
covers  articles  which  do  not  embody  patents.  The  principal 
question  is  whether  the  fact  that  the  articles  to  which  the 
agreements  relate  embody  patented  inventions  is  sufficient  to 
make  the  Sherman  Act  inapplicable.  This  question  was  not 
passed  upon  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Bement  v.  National 
Harrow  Co.,  186  U.  S.  70,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058. 
That  decision  related  to  restraints  and  conditions  imposed 
in  connection  with  the  grant  of  patent  rights. 

Ruhher  Tire  &  Wheel  Company  v.  Milwaukee  Rubber 
Company,  154  Fed.  358,  83  C.  C.  A.  336,  and  Indiana  Manu- 
facturing Company,  [567]  154  Fed.  365,  83  C.  C.  A.  343,  are 
cited  by  the  complainant,  but  the  decisions  are  not  directly 
in  point. 

It  seems  self-evident  that  a  contract  which  is  only  coex- 
tensive with  the  monopoly  conferred  by  letters  patent,  and 
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which  creates  no  additional  restraint  of  trade  or  monopoly, 
does  not  conflict  with  the  Sherman  Act.  The  monopoly 
granted  by  letters  patent  is  of  a  particular  invention.  De- 
vices thus  protected  by  patents  are  as  a  matter  of  fact  in  com- 
mercial competition  with  both  patented  and  unpatented  de- 
vices. A  contract  whereby  the  manufactures  of  two  inde- 
pendent patented  inventions  agree  not  to  compete  in  the  same 
commercial  field  deprives  the  public  of  the  benefits  of  com- 
petition, and  creates  a  restraint  of  trade  which  results,  not 
from  the  granting  of  letters  patent,  but  from  agreement. 
While  the  monopoly  of  the  patented  articles  is  not  increased, 
the  monopoly  of  the  commercial  field  is  increased  by  the 
"  unified  tactics  "  as  to  prices. 

This  question  was  directly  considered  by  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  Third  Circuit  in  National  Harrow  Com- 
pany V.  Hench,  83  Fed.  86-38, 27  C.  C.  A.  349, 351, 39  L.  B»  A. 
299.    The  opinion  says : 

"  The  fact  that  the  property  Inyolved  is  covered  by  letters  patent  Is 
urged  as  a  jostiflcatlon ;  but  we  do  not  see  how  any  Importance  can 
be  attributed  to  this  fact.  Patents  confer  a  monopoly  as  respects  the 
property  covered  by  them,  but  they  confer  no  right,  upon  the  owners 
of  several  distinct  patents  to  combine  for  the  purpose  of  restraining 
competition  and  trada  Patents  property  does  not  differ  in  this  re- 
spect from  any  other.  The  fact  that  one  patentee  may  possess  him- 
self of  several  patents,  and  thus  increase  his  monopoly,  affords  no 
support  for  an  argument  In  favor  of  a  combination  by  several  dis- 
tinct owners  of  such  property  to  restrain  manufacture,  control  sales, 
and  enhance  prices.** 

See,  also,  National  Harrow  Company  v.  Hench  (C.  C.) 
76  Fed.  667;  National  Harrow  Company  v.  Quicic  (C.  C.) 
67  Fed.  130. 

The  bill  does  not  aver  that  the  articles  made  by  each  com- 
pany embody  features  covered  by  the  patents  of  the  other. 
While  the  contracts  provide  that  the  parties  are  licensed  to 
use  patented  inventions  of  the  other,  this  does  not  alter  the 
fact  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contracts  each  party  is  re- 
strained in  the  exercise  of  its  rights  under  its  own  patents, 
and  in  the  sale  of  articles  made  solely  under  its  own  patents. 

The  right  of  the  owner  of  letters  patent  to  assign  rights 
to  manufacture,  use,  and  vend,  upon  condition  that  the  as- 
signee shall  maintain  certain  prices,  and  to  agree  not  to  com- 
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pete  with  his  assignee  or  to  license  others  to  compete,  is  rec^ 
ognized  iu  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Company^  186  U.  S. 
93,  22  Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058.     , 

Whether  a  patentee  may  not  lawfully  make  such  a  license 
agreement  in  consideration  of  the  making  of  a  like  license 
agreement  by  another  patentee  is  a  somewhat  interesting 
question.  If,  as  a  result  of  mutual  licenses,  there  is  put  upon 
ilie  market  an  article  embodying  the  inventions  of  both 
patentees,  so  that  as  the  effect  of  exchange  of  licenses  a  new 
article  of  commerce  is  developed,  it  is  doubtful  if  the  public 
is  thereby  unlawfully  deprived  of  any  of  its  rights  or  expec- 
tations of  free  competition.  Where,  however,  each  patentee 
continues  to  make  his  own  goods  under  his  own  patents,  and 
seeks  to  enhance  his  profits  by  an  agreement  with  competitors, 
who  make  either  patented  or  unpatented  articles,  then  it 
seems  to  follow  that  the  agreement  of  [558]  each  to  restrain 
his  own  trade  cannot  be  regarded  merely  as  an  incident  to 
the  assignment  of  patent  rights.  The  patentee  then  restrains 
his  own  trade,  not  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  value  of 
the  license  which  he  grants,  but  for  the  purpose  of  enhanc- 
ing the  value  of  his  trade  by  removing  competition.  A  sale 
or  license,  with  a  covenant  not  to  compete,  made  as  an  ordi- 
nary incident  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  thing  conveyed,  is 
not  within  the  Sherman  Act.  Cincinnati  Packet  Company 
V.  Bay,  200  U.  S.  179-185,  26  Sup.  Ct.  208,  50  L.  Ed.  428 ; 
U.  S.  V.  Freight  Association,  166  U.  S.  329,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540, 
41  L.  Ed.  1007. 

By  the  terms  of  the  present  contracts  each  party  limits  its 
trade  in  goods  made  under  its  own  patents. 

In  Rubber  Tire  Company  v.  Milwaukee  Company,  154 
Fed.  362,  83  C.  C.  A.  336,  on  which  complainant  relies,  it  was 
said  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court : 

'*  The  Sherman  law  contains  no  reference  to  the  patent  law.  Each 
was  passed  under  a  separate  and  distinct  constitutional  grant  of 
power.  Each  was  passed  professedly  to  advantage  the  public.  The 
necessary  implication  is  not  that  one  iota  was  talcen  away  from  the 
patent  law.  The  necessary  implication  Is  that  patented  articles, 
unless  or  until  they  are  released  by  the  owner  of  the  patent  from 
the  dominion  of  his  monopoly,  are  not  articles  of  ti'ade  or  commerce 
among  the  seyeral  statea" 
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Judge  Orosscup  was  unable  to  concur  in  this  proposition. 

The  question  whether  agreements  concerning  patented  ar- 
ticles are  within  the  provisions  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust 
Act  must  be  determined  by  a  consideration  of  the  nature  of 
the  rights  conferred  by  the  grant  of  a  patent. 

While  it  is  the  ordinary  privilege  of  the  owner  of  patent 
rights  to  use  or  not  to  use  them  without  question  of  motive, 
the  grant  of  letters  patent  confers  upon  the  patentee  no  right 
not  to  use  his  invention,  or  to  make  an  agreement  in  restraint 
of  trade  in  that  article,  save  in  connection  with  an  assiga- 
ment  of  the  rights  conferred  by  letters  patent.  The  propo- 
sition that  an  agreement  not  to  manufacture,  or  to  restrain 
trade,  is  within  some  rights  of  nonuse  conferred  upon  a 
patentee,  seems  unsound,  if  we  consider  the  nature  of  the 
grant  of  letters  patent.  The  right  of  the  patentee  or  of  his 
assignee  to  withhold  the  invention  is  quite  apart  from  any 
grant  contained  in  the  letters  patent.  The  privilege  of  re- 
straining others  is  granted  to  the  owner  of  letters  patent. 
He  is  given  no  right  or  privilege  to  restrain  himself.  By  the 
terms  of  the  patent  he  has  the  exclusive  right  to  make,  use, 
and  vend.  The  right  to  make,  use,  and  vend  he  has  without 
the  grant  of  letters  patent.  When  we  say  that  a  patent 
grants  an  "  exclusive  right,"  we  do  not  mean  that  the  right 
to  make,  use,  and  vend  is  granted,  but  only  that  the  paten- 
tee's existing  right  is  made  exclusively  by  the  grant. 

In  the  Paper  Bag  Patent  case,  210  U.  S.  424,  425,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  748,  753,  52  L.  Ed.  1122,  it  was  said  with  reference  to 
previous  decisions  relating  to  the  nature  of  the  patent  grant : 

"Those  cases  declare  that  he  receives  nothing  from  the  law  that 
he  did  not  have  before,  and  that  the  only  effect  of  the  patent  is  to 
restrain  others  from  manufacturing  and  using  that  which  he  has 
Invented.  United  States  v.  Bell  Telephone  Company,  167  U.  S.  224- 
249,  17  Sup.  Ct.  809.  42  L.  Bd.  144." 

1559]  Bloomer  v.  McQuewan,  14  How.  639-549,  14  L.  Ed. 
532,  is  cited : 

"The  franchise  which  the  patent  grants  consists  altogether  in  the 
right  to  exclude  every  one  from  making,  using,  or  vending  the  thing 
patented  without  the  permission  of  the  pantentee.  This  Is  all  that 
he  obtains  by  the  patent.** 
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The  right  of  a  patentee  to  suppress  his  own  rests  upon 
ordinary  oonfiideratiens  of  property  right.  The  pubUc  has 
no  right  to  eompel  the  use  of  patented  devices  or  of  un< 
patented  devioee^  when  that  is  inconsistent  with  fundamental 
rales  of  property.  When  a  patentee  agrees,  however,  to  re- 
strain his  own  trade  in  the  article  of  his  own  invention, 
not  as  an  incident  to  a  granting  of  rights,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enhancing  his  price  by  the  removal  of  competitors, 
he  is  then  quite  outndd  the  sf^ere  of  any  right  granted  him 
by  the  goverxunent.  He  may  engage  in  interstate  trade  or 
not  as  he  pleases;  but^  being  engaged  ia  that  trade,  he  is 
subject  to  all  restrictions  upeii  interstate  traders. 

That  patented  articles  are  an  important  factor  in  interstate 
oonunerce  must  be  e^eeially  apparent  to  those  who  have 
been  engaged  in  the  administration  of  patent  law.  If  they 
are  within  the  ordinary  signification  of  the  broad  terms  of 
the  Sherman  Act,  patented  articles  can  be  excluded  only  by 
showing  some  conflict  or  inconsistency  between  the  patent 
law  and  the  Sherman  Act. 

In  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Company^  186  U.  S.  92,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  747,  46  L.  Ed.  1058,  the  court  was  of  the  opinion 
that  the  statute  does  not  refer  to  a  restraint  which  may  arise 
from  reasonable  and  legal  conditions  imposed  upon  the  as- 
aignee  or  licensee,  restricting  the  terms  upon  which  the  article 
may  be  used  and  the  prices  to  be  demanded.  The  restraint 
which  arises  from  joint  agreements  between  independent 
patentees  as  to  the  course  of  conduct  each  will  take  results 
solely  from  voluntary  contract,  and  in  no  sense  from  the 
exercise  of  rights  granted  by  letters  patent.  The  patentee 
may  grant  to  others  rights  otherwise  denied  them,  and  may 
limit  those  rights  as  he  pleases.  He  may,  by  assignment  of 
his  exclusive  rights,  exclude  himself;  for  the  rights  of  ex- 
clusion granted  by  the  patent  are  transferable.  Has  he,  in 
spite  of  the  Sherman  Act,  a  full  right  to  agree  that  neither 
he  nor  his  assigns  will  compete  with  other  persons,  or  that 
trade  in  his  invention  will  be  wholly  or  partly  suppressed  or 
restrained  in  order  to  enhance  the  profits  of  the  trade  of 
others  in  other  competing  articles,  patented  or  unpatented  ? 

It  must  be  recognized  that  an  inventor  stands  in  a  special 
relation  to  the  product  of  his  own  faculties.    When  he  has 
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secured  his  patent,  he  may  derive  profit  from  an  agreement 
not  to  use  it  In  the  Paper  Bag  easej  210  U.  S.  429,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  748,  52  L.  Ed.  1122,  there  was  involved  the  question 
whether  a  patentee  who  held  his  patent  in  nonuse  had  a 
standing  in  equity  to  restrain  infringement  Upon  facts 
presented  in  argument  the  court  observed : 


"It  Is  disputable  that  the  non-use  was  unreasonable  or  that  the 
rights  of  the  public  were  involved." 

There  are  sound  reasons  for  holding  that  the  mere  fact  of 
non-use  is  insufficient  for  denying  relief  by  injunction  against 
infringement  While  the  Sherman  Act  cannot  be  so  applied 
as  to  deprive  the  patentee  [660]  of  the  profits  arising  from 
the  use  of  his  invention  by  himself  or  others,  or  to  deprive 
him  of  the  right  to  make  the  usual  restrictions  necessary  to 
preserve  the  value  of  the  monopoly  conferred  by  letters 
patent,  yet  a  logical  application  of  the  proposition  that  aU 
that  letters  patent  convey  is  a  right  to  exclude  others,  and 
to  assign  such  a  right  of  exclusion,  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  an  agreement  whereby  the  owner  of  the  patent  agrees 
to  restrain  his  own  trade  may  be  as  much  within  the  prohi- 
bition of  the  Sherman  Act  as  any  other  agreement  of  the 
same  character. 

It  is  a  fact,  familiar  in  commercial  history,  that  patent 
rights  have  a  commercial  value  for  purposes  of  extinction; 
that  many  patents  are  purchased  in  order  to  prevent  the  com- 
petition of  new  inventions  and  of  new  machines  with  old 
machines  already  installed.  The  equitable  status  of  an  owner 
of  a  patent  who  has  purchased  and  held  it  in  non-use  for  this 
purpose  is  still  an  open  question,  and  was  not  determined  by 
the  Paper  Bag  Patent  case.  An  attempt  to  make  profit  out 
of  letters  patent  by  suppressing  the  invention  covered  thereby 
is  outside  the  patent  grant,  and  is  so  far  removed  from  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  the  patent  law  that  the  mere  fact  that 
an  inventor  may  make  a  profit  by  suppressing  his  invention 
is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  holding  the  Sherman  Act  inap- 
plicable to  agreements  affecting  patented  articles.  If  there 
is  secured  to  the  patentee  all  profits  legitimately  arising  from 
the  manufacture,  use,  and  sale  of  his  invention,  this  is  all  that 
is  within  the  terms  of  the  grant    To  prohibit  contracts  for 
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the  sappressioD  or  restTmint  of  his  own  trade  by  the  applica- 
ti<Hi  of  the  Shennan  Anti-Trust  Act  is  not  inconsistent  with 
his  ri^t  to  mjmnfactore,  use,  and  vend.  That  the  Shmnan 
Act  interfoes  with  some  supposed  right,  granted  by  the 
patent,  to  suppress  an  invention,  is  an  unsound  propo>ition. 
for  the  reason  that  letters  patent  grant  no  such  rights,  either 
in  terms  or  by  reasonable  implication.  When  no  question  of 
the  Taloe  of  the  rig^t  of  excluding  others  is  inTolTed,  I  am 
unable  to  find  in  the  patent  law  any  reason  for  upholding  an 
agreement  for  the  suppression  or  restraint  of  trade  in  a  pat- 
ented article  against  the  provisions  of  the  Sherman  Act. 

Granting  that  non-use  of  an  invention  is  fully  within  the 
ri^t  of  the  owner  of  a  patent,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  may 
by  agreement  bind  himself  to  non-use,  save  in  connection  with 
an  assignment  of  his  letters  patent  Ownersliip  of  a  patent 
involves  no  obligation  to  use,  nor  does  ownership  of  other 
property.  Non-use  ordinarly  violates  no  law ;  but  contracting; 
irith  another,  putting  it  in  the  power  of  another  to  compel 
one  not  to  use,  is  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  designed  for 
the  purpose  of  suppressing  competition. 

Section  4884  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901, 
p.  3881)  defines  the  nature  of  a  right  conferred  upon  tlie 
patentee.  It  is  an  assignable  and  heritable  exclusive  right  to 
make,  use,  and  vend.  The  profit  which  arises  from  sup* 
pressing  an  invention,  from  non-use,  flows  from  commercial 
tactics,  and  not  from  the  use  of  the  invention.  The  public 
interest  which  forbids  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  arises 
from  no  right  in  the  public  to  create  trade  by  compulsion, 
but  only  from  the  expectation  of  the  ordinary  course  of  con- 
duct, and  the  harmful  results  of  interference  with  it  by 
monopolistic  schemes. 

[661]  The  inventor  who  has  not  patented  his  invention 
cannot  make  an  agreement  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
without  violating  the  Sherman  Act,  even  though  he  is  in  fact 
an  inventor.  The  rules  of  public  policy,  expressed  in  tlie 
Sherman  Act,  apply  to  him,  and  I  do  not  think  are  affected 
by  his  taking  out  a  patent,  save  in  the  single  particular  of 
an  assignment  or  license. 
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The  object  of  the  oDnstitutiooal  provision  upon  the  subject 
of  patents,  etc.,  was: 

**  T6  promote  tbe  progreiB  of  Bclence  and  useful  arte  by  aecoring  for 
limited  terms*  to  authon  and  Inveiitora  tiw  eaeliiaive  rigbt  to  tbeir 
respectiye  writings  and  discoirerles.'* 

The  suppression  of  intellectual  products  for  tiie  proserTa- 
tion  of  the  old  market  does  not  ppomote  the  progress  of 
science  and  the  arts.  A  patentee  who  agrees  to  suppress  his 
invention  is  not  promoting  it.  He  is  not  deriving  his  profit 
from  its  promotion,  but  from  manipulation  of  the  market  It 
is  no  part  of  the  constitutional  sdieme,  or  of  the  scheme  of 
the  patent  laws,  to  secure  to  inventors  a  profit  from  the  sup- 
pression of  their  creations.  The  true  rule  seems  to  me  to  be 
well  expressed  by  Judge  Seaman  in  Indiana  Manufacturing 
Cam/pany  v.  J.  /.  Com  Threthkng  Machine  Company  (C.  CX) 
148  Fed.  21-25 : 

"  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  such  combination  must  be  limited  to  tbo 
express  policy  and  object  of  the  patent  grant — monopoly  In  beneflelal 
use  of  a  speeifle  Invention — and  wbeu  extended  beyond  tbat  purpose 
by  concert  of  action  may  thus  be  brought  within  the  Inhibition  of 
the  general  law." 

To  limit  the  application  of  the  Sherman  Act  merely  be- 
cause profits  may  be  made  by  a  patentee  in  the  course  of 
business  strategy  seems  to  me  to  be  unsound,  for  the  reason 
that  it  misinterprets  the  language  of  the  patent  law,  and  per- 
verts its  spirit,  and  excludes  from  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust 
Act  a  very  considerable  class  of  agreements  which  are  quite 
as  objectionable  as  agreements  covering  non-patmted  articles. 

Is  it  possible  that  the  manufacturers  of  automobiles,  of 
typewriters,  of  shoe  machinery,  or  spinning  machinery,  are 
without  the  scope  of  the  Sherman  Act  ior  the  reason  that 
their  machines  generally  "  embody  one  or  more  patented  im- 
provements "  ? 

Regard  must  be  had  to  the  actual  conditions  of  interstate 
trade  and  to  the  general  course  of  combination.  The  reasons 
for  enacting  the  Sherman  law  seem  quite  as  applicable  to 
articles  of  this  character  as  to  articles  having  no  connection 
with  patents. 
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The  Sherman  Act  is  not  inconsistent  with  any  righU 
acquired  by  the  patentee  when  it  prevents  agreements  in  re- 
straint of  trade  which  are  not  designed  to  make  valuable 
the  right  to  use.  There  is  no  inconsistency  between  the  grant 
of  an  exclusive  and  assignable  right  to  make,  use,  and  vend, 
and  the  prohibition  of  an  agreement  restraining  or  suppress- 
ing the  sale  of  the  article  in  interstate  commerce,  because 
any  profit  from  such  an  agreement  does  not  arise  from  the 
value  of  making,  using,  and  vending.  There  is  no  inconsist- 
ency between  the  proposition  that  an  inventor  may  withhold 
his  invention  from  use  as  he  sees  fit,  and  the  proposition  that 
be  may  not  make  an  agreement  whereby,  for  the  advantage 
of  a  competitor,  trade  in  his  patented  article  is  restrained  or 
suppressed. 

[662]  Though  an  invention  may  be  suppressed  by  the 
patentee  or  his  assignee,  yet  the  fact  that  there  are  now  two 
ways  of  supreasing  a  patent  is  no  reason  for  disregarding  a 
statute  designed  to  prevent  a  third  way. 

In  the  consideration  of  this  case  I  have  dwelt  principally 
upon  the  broad  contention  that  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act 
has  no  application  to  patented  articles.  It  seems  quite  clear 
thai  an  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade,  though  it  relates  to 
patented  articles,  may  tend  to  create  a  monopoly  which  is 
different  from  that  conferred  by  grants  of  letters  patent 

Combinations  between  owners  of  independent  patents, 
whereby,  as  part  of  a  plan  to  monopolize  the  commercial 
field,  competition  is  eliminated,  are  within  the  Sherman  Act, 
for  the  reason  that  the  restraint  of  trade  or  monopoly  arises 
from  combination,  and  not  from  the  exercise  of  rights 
granted  by  letters  patent.  As  by  the  terms  of  the  contracts 
under  consideration  the  owners  of  distinct  patents  each 
agieed  to  restrain  its  own  interstate  trade,  I  am  of  rhe 
opinion  that  the  contracts  are  in  these  particulars  obnoxious 
to  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act. 

I  am  further  of  the  opinion  that  upon  the  present  bill, 
which  is  a  bill  for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  an 
unlawful  contract,  no  relief  of  other  nature  can  be  granted. 
The  demurrer  is  sustained. 


586  166  FEDERAL  BHPOBTEB,  9ZL 

Sjllabua 

[820]  AMES  V.  AMERICAN  TELEPHONE  &  TELE- 
GRAPH CO. 

(Circuit  Court,  D.     Maisaeha8ett&     Jannary  14,  1909.) 

[166  Fed.  Rep.,  820.] 

CoBPOBATiONa  (i  202) — ^AcnoN  bt  Stockholdbe— Injttbt  to  Cob- 
PORATioN. — The  declaration  alleged  that  the  T.  Telegraph  Co^ 
in  which  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder,  was  organized  to  operate  nn 
independent  system  throughout  the  United  States,  after  which  the 
defendant  company  secured  control  of  the  T.  Co.  by  the  purchase 
of  Its  stock,  to  prevent  competition  in  interstate  telephone  tmfllc, 
which  it  had  planned  to  carry  on.  Defendant  since  so  managed 
the  T.  Co.  as  not  to  develop  its  business,  but  to  prevent  it  from 
doing  business,  and  suppressed  competition,  until  the  T.  Co.  wai 
forced  Into  the  hands  of  a  receiver.  By  such  control  defendant 
liad  monopolized  Interstate  telephone  commerce,  and  thereby  ren- 
dered worthless  plaintiff's  stock  in  the  T.  Co.,  which  prior  thereto 
had  been  worth  $16  a  share.  On  demurrer,  held,  an  Injury  to  the 
corporation,  and  [8S1]  not  to  the  stockholders  of  the  T.  Co.«  and 
that  plaintiff  could  not  therefore  sue  in  his  own  name  to  reoover 
treble  damages  under  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2, 1890, 
c  647,  f  7,  26  Stat  210  [U.  S.  Ck)mp.  St  1901,  p.  3202]),  giving  a 
right  to  recover  threefold  damages  to  any  person  who  shall  be  in- 
jured in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other  person  or  corpora- 
tion by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful 
by  such  act* 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Ck)rporatlons,  Dec.  Dig.  §  202.] 

Pleading  (S  216) — Dbmurbeb — ^Pboof. — ^The  possibility  that  proof 
may  be  introduced  at  the  trial  of  an  injury  other  than  that  alleged 
In  the  declaration  will  not  require  the  overruling  of  a  demurrer 
thereto. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Pleading,  Dec.  Dig.  S  216.] 

Ck)BPOBATioNs  (8  211) — Injury  to  Cosforation — Damages — Dkolaka- 
TioN. — Where,  In  an  action  by  a  stockholder  of  a  corporation  against 
defendant,  the  only  injury  alleged  was  to  the  corporation,  a  g«D 
eral  averment  that  plaintiff  had  been  greatly  injured  in  his  bati- 
ness  and  property  was  Insufficient  as  an  all^^tlon  of  injury  te 
plaintiff  distinct  from  that  to  the  corporation. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  (Corporations,  Dec.  Dig.  S  211.1 

CoBPORATioNs  (S  560) — Reoeivebs — INJUBY  TO  CoBPORATioN. — Where 
a  corporation  is  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  an  action  fbr  injuries 
to  the  corporation  should  be  prosecuted  by  him  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation's  creditora 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1900,  by  West  Publiohinf  Company. 
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[SSd.  Note — For  other  cases*  see  Corporations,  Dee.  Dig.  I  560.] 

Whipple^  Sears  and  Ogden  and  WiUiam  F.  Poole^  for 
plaintiff. 

Storey^  Thamdikey  Palmer  and  Thayer j  for  defendant. 

Brown,  District  Judge. 

The  declaration  is  framed  in  reliance  upon  the  Sherman 
Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c  647,  §  1,  26  Stat.  209 
[U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  and  claims  threefold  dam- 
ages under  that  act. 

The  declaration  avers  in  effect  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
owner  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Telephone,  Tele- 
graph &  Cable  Company  of  America,  organized  to  operate 
an  independent  telephone  system  throughout  the  United 
States;  that  the  defendant,  the  American  Telephone  &  Tele- 
graph Company,  secured  control  of  the  Telephone,  Telegraph 
&  Cable  Company  by  the  purchase  of  shares  of  its  stock.  The 
principal  allegation  requiring  consideration  is  the  following: 

**  The  plaintiff  avers  that  the  defendant  purchased  said  shares  and 
secnred  said  control  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  free  operotioo 
of  competition  in  the  interstate  telephone  traffic  and  commerce  which 
aald  company  had  planned  to  carry  on,  and  in  the  attempt  to  mo 
nopollae  such  commerce ;  that  said  cable  company  has  since  been  man- 
aged by  the  nominees  of  the  defendant  and  Its  agent,  the  said  Morse, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  developing  the  business  for  which  said  com- 
pany was  organized,  but  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  said  company 
from  doing  business,  and  thus  suppressing  and  smothering  the  com 
petition  which  it  would  otherwise  cause  to  the  business  of  the  defetid- 
ant,  until  now  the  company  is  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver;  and  that  by 
the  exercise  of  its  control  of  said  cable  company  the  defendant  has, 
in  fact,  since  monopolized  such  interstate  telephone  commerce." 

It  is  alleged  that  the  plaintiff's  injury  was  rendering  worth- 
less his  shares  of  stock  of  the  cable  company.  The  principal 
question  upon  [822 1  demurrer  is  whethier  the  declaration  sett; 
forth  any  injury  to  the  plaintiff  resulting  in  a  special  damage 
peculiar  to  himself  and  distinguishable  in  kind  from  that 
which  he  shares  with  all  other  shareholders  as  a  result  of  an 
injury  to  the  corporation  in  its  business  or  property. 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 88 
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Assuming  merely  for  purposes  of  decision  upon  demurrer 
that  the  declaration  alleges  a  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
and  that  it  properly  alleges  consequent  danlage,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  injury  set  forth  is  to  the  corporation,  for 
which  the  corporation  alone  can  maintain  an  action  at  law 
under  the  Sherman  Act.  Section  7  of  that  act  gives  a  right 
to  recover  threefold  damages  to— 

*'  any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  tinlawfnl  by  this  act,*'  etc. 

The  business  which  it  is  alleged  was  injured  was  that  of 
the  Telephone,  Telegraph  &  Cable  Company  of  America,  and 
not  of  the  plaintiff.  Can  it  be  said  that  the  injury  which 
the  plaintiff  has  suffered  by  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of 
his  shares  constitutes  such  an  injury  in  his  property  that  it 
is  distinguishable  from  the  injury  to  the  corporation  ?  The 
right  of  a  stockholder  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  for  injury 
suffered  by  the  corporation  "was  carefully  considered  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  Smith  v.  Hurd  et  al.,  12- Mete.  (Mass.) 
371,  46  Am.  Dec.  690.  In  this  opinion  it  is  recognized  that 
to  the  extent  of  his  separate  and  peculiar  interest  a  stock- 
holder may  maintain  his  separate  and  special  action.  It  is 
said,  however : 

**  Bnt  an  injury  done  to  the  stock  and  capita],  by  negUnence  or  ttls- 
f^sance,  is  not  an  injory  to  sach  separate  intereM,  bnt  to  the  whole 
body  of  stockholders  in  common.  It  Is  like  the  case  of  a  common 
nnlsance,  where  one  who  suffered  a  special  dama^,  pecuHar  to  htm- 
self,  and  distinguishable  in  kind  fk*om  that  which  he  shares  in  the 
common  Injury,  may  maintain  a  special  action.'* 

A  later  case,  Converse  v.  United  Shoe  Machinery  Com- 
pany^ 185  Mass.  422,  70  N.  E.  444,  reaffirms  the  doctriae  of 
Smith  V.  Hurd^  and  is  in  point  upon  the  question  whether 
this  declaration  sets  forth  any  special  injury  to  the  plaintiff 
which  is  distinguishable  from  the  alleged  injury  to  the  cor- 
poration. The  language  of  the  court  is  as  applicable,  I 
think,  to  the  declaration  in  the  present  case  as  to  the  similar 
declaration  then  before  the  court: 

"All  the  wrongs  done  or  Intended,  set  o«it  in  the  de«^'n  ration,  are 
wrongs  against  the  corporation  In  whtch  the  plaintiff  is  a  stockfaoHler, 
and  except  through  the  corporation  they  have  zm>  relation  to  the 
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plaintiff.  She  was  not  affected  by  the  defendant's  conduct,  except  ns 
every  other  stockholder  was  affected.  Against  her  as  an  individual 
there  was  no  conspiracy,  and  against  her  as  an  individual  no  wrong 
was  done  directly.  There  is  no  direct  legal  privity  between  her  indi- 
vidnally,  or  as  a  stockholder,  and  these  defendant&" 

The  Sherman  Act  does  not  by  its  terms  affect  the  question 
whether  an  injury  is  in  legal  contemplation  an  injury  to  the 
corporation  or  an  injury  to  the  stockholder.  This  question 
must  be  determined  upon  ordinary  principles  of  law.  There 
can  be  little  doubt  that  the  ordinary  principle  of  representa- 
tion of  the  stockholders  by  the  corporation  is  as  applicable 
to  a  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act  as  to  any  other  violation 
of  law.  There  is  no  indication  of  an  intention  of  Congress 
to  sub[828]ject  a  defendant  to  indei)endent  suits  by  a  mul- 
titude of  stockholders  for  an  act  for  which  the  statute 
affords  redress  to  the  corporation  itself. 

The  corporation  has  a  right  of  action,  and  to  so  interpret 
the  act  as  to  confer  a  right  of  action  upon  the  stockholder 
also,  upon  the  present  declaration,  would  be  in  effect  to  sub- 
ject the  defendant  not  merely  to  treble  damages,  but  to  sex- 
tuple damages,  for  the  same  unlawful  act.  The  plaintiff's 
brief  does  not  make  satisfactory  answer  to  this  point.  It  is 
suggested  by  the  plaintiff: 

•*  If  the  corporation  should  also  at  some  later  time  sne  and  recover 
the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  earlier  recovery  should  be  considered  in  esti- 
mating the  damages  to  be  paid  to  the  corporation." 

The  declaration  alleges  that  the  cable  companv  if?  now  in 
the  hands  of  a  receiver.  It  follows  that  upon  recovery  of 
damages  for  an  injury  to  the  corporation  the  fund  belongs 
to  the  receiver  for  application  to  the  obligations  of  the  cor- 
poration. These  obligations  take  precedence  over  the  inter- 
est of  the  shareholder.  The  prior  recovery  by  a  shareholder, 
if  permitted  to  diminish  recovery  by  the  receiver,  would  re- 
sult in  depriving  creditors  of  the  corporation,  if  there  are 
any,  of  the  assets  properly  belonging  to  them.  Moreover,  the 
assets  of  the  corporation  are  subject  to  disposal  by  proper 
corporate  action,  and  the  individual  stockholder  has  no  rights 
inconsistent  with  this  right  of  the  corporation. 
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The  allegation  of  damage  to  the  plaintiff  is  that: 


"  He  has  been  greatly  injured  In  his  business  and  property,  in  that 
his  said  shares  of  stock  which  were  worth,  as  the  plaintiff  avers,  $16 
per  share,  at  the  time  of  purchase  of  stock  by  the  defendant,  have 
now  been  rendered  worthless" 

Plaintiff  argues  that,  as  the  declaration  contains  no  aver- 
ment that  the  company  lost  its  assets,  it  is  perfectly  conceiv- 
able that  the  stock  of  the  company  might  become  practically 
worthless,  though  its  assets  were  not  directly  affected,  if  its 
oiRcers  insisted  upon  a  policy  of  doing  no  business  and  pay- 
ing no  dividends. 

It  is  further  suggested  that : 

"  If  absolute  injustice  is  not  to  be  done  by  denying  this  plaintiff 
the  right  to  maintain  his  suit,  the  court  is  required  to  rule  that  in  no 
conceivable  way  and  under  no  conceivable  form  of  proof  could  he 
show  that  the  value  of  his  stock  was  affected  in  the  slightest  degree 
differently  from  the  way  that  damage  was  done  to  the  corporation. 
If  there  is  any  difference  at  all  in  the  nature  of  the  damage,  then  the 
demurrer  should  be  overruled,  and  the  case  should  be  tried  on  issues 
of  fact  under  the  proper  guidance  of  the  court." 

The  possibility  that  at  the  trial  proof  may  be  introduced 
of  an  injury  other  than  that  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  not 
a  good  reason  for  overruling  the  demurrer.  The  only  injury 
set  forth  is  an  injury  to  the  corporation.  No  facts  are  stated 
which  show  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  distinct  from  that  to 
the  corporation,  and  the  possibility  of  proof  thereof  at  a 
trial,  therefore,  cannot  be  considered  upon  demurrer.  Such  a 
general  averment  as  that  ^'  the  plaintiff  has  been  greatly 
injured  in  his  business  and  property  "  cannot  support  the 
introduction  of  testimony  showing  a  different  cause  of  action 
from  that  of  which  [82'!:]  the  defendant  is  given  notice  by 
the  declaration.  The  plaintiff  must  set  out  the  facts  from 
which  it  appears  that  he  has  suffered  a  peculiar  and  individ- 
ual injury. 

Granting  that  the  value  of  corporate  stock  is  dependent, 
not  only  upon  assets  in  possession,  but  upon  the  expectation 
of  profits  to  be  realized  through  conduct  of  the  corporate 
business,  the  shareholder  has  no  special  interest,  distinct 
from  that  of  the  corporation,  in  such  profits.  If  damages 
are  recoverable  for  the  destruction  of  provable  future  profits, 
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the  corporation  or  its  receiver,  and  not  the  stockholder,  would 
be  entitled  to  such  damages.  Porter  v.  Sabin,  149  U.  S.  473, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  1008,  37  L.  Ed.  815. 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  speculate  as  to  the  possibil- 
ities and  as  to  the  conceivable  right  of  stockholders  to  main- 
tain individual  actions.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  wrongs 
here  alleged  are  to  the  corporation,  that  to  admit  any  other 
line  of  proof  would  be  to  go  outside  of  the  declaration,  and 
that  the  proper  guidance  of  the  court  should  be  exercised, 
not  in  distinguishing  relevant  and  irrelevant  issues  at  the 
trial,  but  by  rulings  on  demurrer  which  will  determine  the 
orderly  course  of  the  trial. 

The  facts  in  the  case  of  MetccHf  v.  American  School  Fur- 
nUure  Company  (C.  C.)  108  Fed.  909,  are  substantially  dif- 
ferent. There  is  no  careful  consideration  in  that  case  of  the 
question  of  representation  of  the  stockholder  by  the  corpora- 
tion in  suits  under  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act.  The  deci- 
sion is  confined  to  the  ground  of  multifariousness.  The 
affirmation  of  this  decision  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
in  113  Fed.  1020,  51  C.  C.  A.  599,  amounts  to  nothing  more 
than  an  affirmation  of  the  decision  that  the  claim  for  triple 
damages  under  the  Sherman  Act  could  not  be  joined  with 
a  stockholders'  bill-    The  court  observes  that : 

"Section  7  of  the  federal  act  of  1890  Is  declaratory  of  a  common-law 
right  which  existed  in  favor  of  parties  injured  by  wrongs  enumerated 
in  other  sections  of  that  act,  and  confers  Jurisdiction  to  seek  a  rem- 
edy, and  with  treble  damages,  in  a  federal  tribunal.  The  character 
of  the  right  of  action  is  in  no  way  changed,  and  still  remains  one  in 
tort" 

This  is  inconsistent  with  the  contention  that  the  Sherman 
Act  has  the  effect  of  changing  the  ordinary  rule  that  the  cor- 
poration represents  the  stockholder  in  wrongs  done  to  the 
corporation.  The  plaintiff  does  not  contend  that  the  right 
of  action  for  treble  damages  is  given  to  the  stockholder  and 
denied  to  the  corporation.  A  construction  of  the  act  which 
makes  the  defendant  liable  to  sextuple  damages  is  certainly 
to  be  avoided.  The  asserted  right  of  the  stockholder  is  in- 
consistent with  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  maintain  suit 
upon  the  facts  alleged  in  the  declaration. 
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In  Pennsylvania  Sugar  Refining  Company  v.  American 
Sugar  Refining  Company  (C.  C.)  160  Fed.  144,  a  similar  ac- 
tion was  brought,  not  by  a  stockholder,  but  by  the  corpora- 
tion.  The  complaint  was  dismissed  by  the  Circuit  Court  on 
the  authority  of  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Covn/pany^ 
156  U.  S.  1,  16  Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  825.  A  recent  press 
report  states,  however,  that  this  decision  was  reversed  by 
the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second 
Circuit  and  the  right  [825]  of  the  corporation  to  maintain 
suit  was  apparently  affirmed.    166  Fed.  254. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that,  if  it  be  true  that  the  corpora- 
tion and  not  the  stockholder  is  the  proper  party  to  Inring  suit, 
it  then  follows  that  the  stockholder  has  no  remedy  at  all,  for 
the  reason  that  several  cases  have  decided  that  a  private  in- 
dividual cannot  sue  in  equity  under  the  Sherman  Act,  and 
that  the  only  remedy  is  at  law.  The  cases  of  Pidoock  v. 
Harrington  (C.  C.)  64  Fed.  821,  Chilf,  C.  A  S.  F.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Miami  S.  S.  Co.,  86  Fed.  407,  30  C.  C.  A.  142,  and  South- 
ern Indiana  Ext.  Co.  v.  U.  S.  Exp.  Co.  (C.  C.)  88  Fed. 
659,  do  not  touch  the  question  of  the  rights  in  equity  of  a 
stockholder  upon  a  refusal  of  a  corporation  to  maintain  an 
action  at  law  for  damages  under  the  Sherman  Act.  A  bill 
in  equity  based  upon  this  ground  would  be  substantially  dif- 
ferent from  the  suits  in  equity  above  referred  to.  The  pos- 
sibility that  the  stockholder  might  be  deprived  of  some  right 
through  the  failure  or  refusal  of  the  corporation  to  take  the 
proper  steps  to  enforce  its  rights  is  not  a  sufficient  I'eason  for 
disregarding  the  doctrine  of  Smith  v.  Hurd,  and  Converse  v. 
United  States  Shoe  Machinery  Company.  See  Porter  v. 
Sahin,  149  U.  S.  473, 13  Sup.  Ct.  1008,  37  L.  Ed.  815. 

The  cable  company  being  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  there 
should  be  little  practical  difficulty  in  working  out  the  stock- 
holder's right  through  directions  to  the  receiver  as  to  suits 
upon  causes  of  action  belonging  to  the  corporation. 

The  defendant  contends,  further,  that  the  declaration 
shows  no  breach  of  the  Sherman  Act  resulting  in  damage  to 
any  one.  A  decision  of  this  question  involves  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  a  number  of  decisions,  some  of  which  were  not 
discussed  at  the  argument. 


BIGELOW  V.  OALITMBT  A  HEGLA   MINING  CO.  593 

Syliabtts. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  consideration  of  this  point  is 
unnecessary,  in  view  of  what  seems  to  me  the  vital  objection 
to  the  maintenance  of  a  suit  by  a  stockholder^  upon  the  pres- 
ent declaration. 

Demurrer  sustained. 


18261  BREED  v.  AMERICAN  TELEPHONE  A  TELE- 
GRAPH CO. 

(Circalt  Court,  D.  Ma8sacbu8ett&    January  14,  1009.) 

[166  Fed.  Bep.,  S25.] 
On  Demurrer  to  Declaration. 

Whipple,  Bears  and  Ogden  and  WUliam  P,  Poole,  tor  i^lalntiff. 
Storetf,  TJiamdike,  Palmer  and  Thayer,  for  defendant 
Bbown,  District  Judge. 

It  is  admitted  by  tbe  plaintiff  that  the  questlona  arising  upon  the 
demurrer  are  substantially  the  same  as  those  in  tbe  case  of  Oakea 
Ames  y.  American  Telephone  d  Telegraph  Company,  166  Fed.  820, 
In  which  an  opinion  has  been  passed  down  this  day.  The  defendant's 
brief  points  out  that  the  present  case  differs  from  the  Ames  case  in 
that  Breed  was  not  a  shareholder  in  the  Telephone,  Telegraph  ft  Gable 
Company  of  America,  but  a  shareholder  in  the  Boston  &  New  York 
Telephone  Ck)mpany,  in  which  the  Cable  Company  owned  a  majority 
of  the  sharea 

The  reasons  given  In  the  opinion  In  Ames  y.  this  defendant  apply 
with  at  least  equal  force  to  this  declaration. 

Demurrer  sustained. 


[704]  BIGELOW  v.  CALUMET  &  HECLA  MINING  CO. 

ET  AL.  (two  cases). « 

(Circuit  Court,  W.  D.  Michigan,  N.  D.    October  3,  1908.) 

[167  Fed.  Bep.,  704.] 

COBPOBATIOITB    (8    377) — POWERS — PUBCHASING    STOCK    IN    OtHCB    COB- 

POBATioNS — Michigan  Mining  Statute. — ^A  mining  corporation  of 
Michigan  may  exercise  the  power  to  purchase  stoclc  of  other  similar 
corporations  conferred  by  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  p.  153,  No.  105. 

•For  prior  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  (1B5  Fed.  Rep.,  869).  See 
ante,  p.  293.  For  opinion  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit  (167 
Fed.  Rep.,  721)  see  post,  p.  618. 
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although  its  articles  of  incorporation  do  not  in  terms  include  such 
power,  the  state  laws  under  which  it  was  organized  and  by  which 
it  Is  governed  being  expressly  subject  to  amendment  or  alteration 
under  Const.  Mich.  art.  15,  §  1 ;  and  the  acceptance  of  the  statutory 
amendment  is  sufficiently  expressed  by  the  exercise  of  the  power 
given  by  the  amendment.^ 

[Bd.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Cent.  Dig.  §  1531 ; 
Dec.  Dig.  S  377. 

Acquisition  by  corporation  of  stock  of  other  corporation,  see 
note  to  Anglo-American  Land,  Mortgage  ft  Agency  Co.  v.  Lombard, 
68  C.  C.  A.  120.] 

COBPOBATIONS     (f    377) — POWEBS — HOLDINO    STOCK    IN    OtHEB    COBFO- 

BATI0N8. — Pub.  Acts  Mlch.  1905,  p.  153,  No.  105,  which  authorlsEes 
corpora tions  organized  under  the  mining  laws  of  the  state  to  pur- 
chase the  stock  of  any  other  corporation  organized  thereunder, 
does  not  limit  the  purpose  of  such  purchases,  and  the  purchasing 
company  may  exercise  all  the  lawful  rights  of  a  stockholder,  in- 
cluding voting  the  stock. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Cent.  Dig.  §  1531; 
Dec.  Dig.  S  377.1 

Monopolies  (§  12) — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Tbade — Inten- 
tion OF  Pabties. — In  determining  whether  a  transaction  constituted 
an  Illegal  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  in 
terstate  trade  or  commerce,  or  to  monopolize  the  same  in  violation 
of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  047,  26  Stat.  209 
U.  S.  Com  p.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  the  intention  of  the  parties  may  or 
may  not  be  material,  depending  on  whether  or  not  the  necessary 
efTect  of  the  agreement  or  acts  done  is  to  directly  restrain  such 
trade  or  to  create  such  monopoly.  If  not,  the  Intention  is  Important 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  §  10;  Dec 
Dig.  S  12.] 

Monopolies  (5  12) — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Tbade — Fedebal 
Statute. — A  combination  is  not  illegal  as  in  violation  of  the  Sher- 
man Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  28  Stat  209  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  merely  because  it  may  indirectly,  Inci- 
dentally, or  remotely  restrain  interstate  trade  or  tend  toward 
monopoly,  if  its  main  purpose  and  chief  effect  are  to  [  705]  promote 
the  business  and  increase  the  trade  of  the  parties  in  a  legitimate 
way. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  §  10;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  12.1 

Monopolies  (8  20) — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Tbade — Com- 
binations BY  Mining  Cobpobations. — The  securing  by  one  copper 
mining  coriK)ration,  through  stock  purchases  authorized  by  the  laws 
of  the  state  and  proxies  obtained  from  other  stockholders,  of  con- 

«  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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trol  over  a  competing  corporation  owning  and  operating  adja^-ent 
mines,  does  not  necessarily  restrain  Interstate  trade  or  create  a 
monopoly  In  violation  of  the  Sberman  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  although 
It  la  the  Intention  to  place  the  two  corporations  to  a  large  extent 
under  a  common  directorate  and  general  control;  and  such  pur- 
chase will  uot  be  held  Illegal  under  the  statute  because  of  such 
facts,  where  Its  primary  purpose  is  to  secure  through  friendly  co- 
operation and  the  joint  use  of  facilities  a  more  economical  operation 
of  the  mines,  especially  where  the  controlled  corporation  Is  one 
of  a  group  previously  under  a  common  control  and  management,  and 
whose  products  were  sold  through  a  common  agency ;  nor  does  ihe 
fact  that  such  purchase  will  result  in  the  transfer  of  such  agency 
as  to  Its  product  to  that  of  the  purchasing  company  tend  to  unlaw- 
fully restrain  competition. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  20.] 
Monopolies  (§  20) — Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Tradk — Combi- 
nations BT  Mining  Corporations. — Lake  Superior  copper  of  the 
grade  known  in  the  market  as  "  Best  Lake  "  copper  is  not  s.)  distinct 
from  Western  copper  as  a  commercial  product  as  to  render  a  com- 
bination between  two  or  more  of  the  few  companies  producing  rhe 
same  unlawful  as  a  monopoly  or  attempted  monopoly  of  such  Best 
Lake  copper,  in  view  of  the  recently  employed  process  of  electrolytic 
refining  whleh  has  practically,  and  to  a  large  extent  commercially, 
eliminated  the  difference  between  the  Lake  and  Western  products. 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  20.] 
MoNOPOUES  (f  20) — Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Trade — Michi- 
gan Statutes. — The  purchase  by  one  mining  corporation  of  a  con- 
trolling interest  in  the  stock  of  another  competing  corporation  held, 
under  the  evidence,  not  unlawful  as  in  violation  of  Pub.  Acts  Mich. 
1899,  p.  409,  No.  255,  which  prohibits  combinations  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  competition  In  '*  manufacturing,  making,  transporta- 
tion, sale  or  purchase  of  merchandise,  produce  or  any  commodity,** 
or  of  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  p.  507,  No.  329,  which  declares  illegal  all 
combinations  entered  into  "for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of 
establishing  and  maintaining,  or  of  attempting  to  establish  and 
maintain  a  monopoly." 

[Bd,  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  20.] 
Minks  akd  Minerals  (I  105) — Corporations — Powers — Resibicticns 
A8  to  Real  Property — Michigan  Mining  Corporations. — The  land 
holdings  of  a  Michigan  copper-mining  corporation,  shown  to  re- 
quire 30,000,000  feet  of  timber  per  year  in  its  mines,  held  not  so 
excessive  as  to  be  illegal  under  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1907,  p.  214,  No.  !62, 
relating  to  mines,  which  provides  that  "  every  corporation  organized 
or  existing  under  this  act  shall  have  the  power  to  purchase,  bold 
and  convey  all  such  real  estate  as  the  purposes  of  the  corporation 
shall  require.'* 
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[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Mines  and  Minerals.  Gent  Dig. 
f  228;  Dec.  Dig.  §  106.] 

MlITCS  AND  MlKEKALB  (§  105) — CklBFOBATIORS — POWKBS — ReBTBICTKINS 

AS  TO  Real  Pbopebtt. — In  determining  whether  the  land  holdings 
of  a  mining  corporation  exceed  the  statutory  limit,  which  is  fixed 
at  the  amount  the  purposes  of  [706]  the  corporation  shall  require, 
lands  owned  by  other  mining  corporations  which  it  controls  through 
stock  ownership  are  not  to  be  taken  Into  account 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Mines  and  Minerals,  Gent  Dig. 
I  229;  Dec.  Dig.  §  105.] 

For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  aflirming  decrees, 
see  167  Fed.  721. 

Herbert  E.  Boynton  and  Arthur  G.  Denison^  for  plaintiff. 

Allen  F.  Rees  and  Otto  Kirchner^  for  defendant  Calumet 
&  Hecla  Mining  Co. 

John  E.  More^  for  defendant  Osceola  ConsoL  Min.  Co. 

Knappbn,  District  Judge. 

In  the  opinion  filed  by  this  court  upon  the  application  for 
a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  case  first  above  entitled 
{Bigelow  v.  Calumet  cfe  Hecla  Mining  Company  [C.  C]  155 
Fed.  869),  the  claims  of  the  complainant  presented  in  that 
cause,  as  well  as  the  conclusions  reached  upon  the  various 
legal  questions  there  raised,  are  fully  stated.  The  bill  of 
complaint  in  the  second  cause  contains,  so  far  as  material  to 
this  opinion,  substantially  the  same  allegations  of  fact  and 
legal  deductions  therefrom  as  the  bill  in  the  first  cause,  ex- 
cept in  certain  respects  to  which  attention  is  especially  called 
in  this  opinion.  Briefly  summarized,  both  bills  allege  in 
substance  that  the  purchase  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com* 
pany  of  22,671  shares  of  stock  in  the  Osceola  Company,  and 
the  obtaining  of  proxies  in  the  interest  of  the  Calumet  ft 
Hecla  Company,  for  the  voting  of  the  stock  of  other  share- 
holders in  the  Osceola  Company,  is  an  attempt  on  the  part 
of  the  Calumet  ft  Hecla  Company  to  monopolize,  in  part,  in- 
terstate commerce,  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act  of  July  2, 
1890,  c  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200/,  to 
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effect  a  oomlnBation  far  Uie  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of 
establishing  and  maintaining  a  monopoly  of  the  business  of 
mining,  mannfacturing,  and  selling  copper,  contrary  to  the 
Michigan  statute  against  trusts  and  monopolies,  and  in  vio- 
lation of  the  common  law  relating  to  monopoly;  that  such 
action  is  part  of  the  general  plan  of  the  Calumet  A  Hecla 
Company  to  secure  control  of  practically  the  entire  output 
of  so^-called  ""  Lake  copper,''  and  thereby  to  secure  a  complete 
and  absolute  monopoly  of  such  copper  throughout  the  United 
States;  that,  in  pursoanoe  of  said  alleged  unlawful  plan,  the 
Calumet  A  Heda  Omipany  had  also  acquired  a  control  of 
the  stock  in  the  Allones  and  Centennial  Companies  (both 
alleged  to  be  actively  comp^ing  companies),  and  of  stock 
interests  in  a  large  number  of  other  companies,  and  was  seek- 
ing to  acquire  further  controlling  holdings  of  stock  in  still 
other  actively   competing  mining  oomimiies,   notably   the 
Tamarack,  Ahmeek,  and  Isle  Royale,  whidi  are  operated  in 
connection  with  the  Osceola  under  complainant's  manage- 
ment;  that  the  action  of  the  Calumet  A  Hecla  Company  in 
making  such  stock  purchases  and  in  procuring  sudi  proxies 
was  ultra  vires,  illegal,  and  void ;  that  the  Calumet  A  Heda 
Company  has  obtained  and  is  holding  lands  greatly  iii  excess 
of  the  50,000  acres  allowed  by  the  mining  law  in  force  when 
the  [7071  bills  were  filed;  that  if  the  Calumet  &  Heda  Com- 
pany shall  secure  the  attempted  control  of  the  Osceola  Com- 
pany by  the  election  of  a  board  of  directors,  it  can  and  will 
control  the  Osceola  Company  in  the  interest  of  the  Calumet 
A  Hecla  Company,  and  not  in  the  interest  of  complainant 
and  other  stockholders  in  the  Osceola  Company. 

The  bill  in  the  first  case  (which  was  filed  by  comphiinant 
in  virtue  of  his  stockh<dding  in  the  Osceola  Company)  asks 
an  injunction  against  the  voting,  at  the  annual  stockholders' 
meeting,  on  the  part  or  behalf  of  the  Calumet  A  Hecla  Com- 
pany, of  the  Osceola  stock  held  by  it,  as  well  as  the  proxies 
held  in  its  interest. 

The  bill  in  the  second  case  (filed  in  virtue  of  coirplainant's 
ownership  of  a  small  amount  of  stock  in  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company,  purchased  after  the  commencement  of  the 
first  suit,  and  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  complainant's 
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interest  as  an  Oeceola  stockholder)  asks  a  decree  dcdaring  the 
purchases  of  lands  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  in 
excess  of  50,000  acres  to  be  illegal,  and  that  such  excessive 
purchases  be  vacated;  that  the  purchases  made  of  stocks  in 
other  mining  companies  be  declared  illegal,  and  that  steps 
be  taken  for  the  vacating  of  the  same ;  that  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  be  enjoined  from  carrying  out  options  and 
from  paying  assessments  upon,  and  from  pur'hasing  or 
voting  stock  in,  any  other  mining  company,  as  well  as  from 
soliciting  stock  proxies  in  any  competing  mining  company, 
and  from  voting  stock  or  proxies  before  obtained  in  any 
such  company,  as  part  of  a  plan  for  acquiring  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  such  company ;  and  from  buying  or  car- 
rying out  options  for  the  purchase  of  further  lands;  and 
from  arranging  for  joint  operations  between  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla,  AUouez,  Centennial,  and  Osceola  mines,  including 
joint  use  of  shafts;  and  from  hauling,  crushing,  or  smelting 
the  products  thereof  by  the  railroads,  stamp  mills  or  smelt- 
ers of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company. 

This  court  held,  upon  the  motion  for  preliminary  injunc- 
tion in  the  first  case,  that  the  1905  amendment  to  the  Michi- 
gan mining  law  (Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  pp.  153,  154,  No. 
105)  empowered  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  to  purchase 
stock  in  the  Osceola  and  other  companies,  subject  to  the  re- 
striction that  such  purchase  be  not  made  with  the  intent  and 
for  the  purpose  of  restraining  trade  or  creating  a  monopoly ; 
but  that  a  control  by  way  of  stock  purchase  and  proxies,  if 
made  for  that  purpose  and  with  that  intent,  was  a  violation 
of  the  state  and  federal  statutes,  which  were  held  broad 
enough  to  cover  any  means  purposely  adopted  for,  and  mani- 
festly adapted  to,  the  accomplishment  of  the  unlawful  pur- 
pose ;  and  that  the  prima  facie  case  presented  by  the  bill,  and 
evidence  by  way  of  ex  parte  affidavits,  justified  preserving 
the  existing  status  until  full  and  final  hearing  upon  the 
merits.  The  motion  for  injunction  in  the  second  case  was 
never  heard. 

The  conclusion  heretofore  reached  as  to  the  power  of  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  to  make  the  stock  purchases  in 
question,  except  so  far  as  prohibited  by  the  anti-trust  and 
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anti-monopolj  laws,  state  [708]  or  federal,  must  be  adhered 
to.     It  is,  however,  urged  by  complainant  that  the  exercise 
by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  of  the  power  to  purchase 
stock  in  other  mining  companies,  given  by  the  1905  amend- 
ment to  the  mining  act  (Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  p.  153,  No. 
105),  violates  the  contract  between  the  Calumet  &  Hecla 
stockholders  as  expressed  in  their  articles  of  incorporation, 
which  do  not  in  terms  include  such  power.    Assuming  (but 
not  holding)  that  complainant  is  entitled  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, the  proposition  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  sustainable. 
The  power  to  make  the  statutory  amendment  in  question  is 
directly  given  by  section  1,  art.  15,  of  the  Constitution  of 
Michigan,  which  provides  for  the  formation  of  corporations 
under  general  laws,  and  that  ^'  all  laws  passed  pursuant  to 
this  section  may  be  amended,  altered  or  repealed."    The 
stockholders  are  as  much  bound  by  this  provision  as  if  it  had 
been  contained  in  their  articles  of  incorporation.    Attorney 
General  v.  Looker^  111  Mich.  498,  69  N.  W.  929;  Looker  v. 
Maynard,  179  U.  S.  46,  21  Sup.  Ct.  21,  45  L.  Ed.  79;  Polk  v. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Association^  207  U.  S.  310,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  65,  52  L.  Ed.  222.    It  is  doubtful  whether  this  power 
to  purchase  stock  in  another  corporation  engaged  in  the 
same  business  was  such  a  substantial  departure  from  the  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation  as  expressed  in  its  articles  as  to 
require  the  express  acceptance  of  the  amendment  by  the  cor- 
poration.   Louisville  Tr\ist  Company  v.  Louisville^  New  Al- 
bany (6  Chicago  Railway  Company^  22  C.  C.  A.  378,  76  Fed. 
433,  448.    But  if  such  acceptance  was  necessary  it  was,  in 
my  judgment,  suflSciently  expressed  by  the  adoption,  after 
due  notice,  of  a  by-law  conferring  such  power  upon  the  di 
rectors,  by  corporate  action  had  thereunder,  in  the  purchase 
of  the  stock,  and  by  the  subsequent  ratification  thereof  by 
the  stockholders  after  due  notice.    Zahriskie  v.  Cleveland^ 
Columbus  dk  Cincinnati  Railway  Company^  23  How,  381, 
396,  16  L.  Ed.  488 ;  Louisville  Trust  Company  v.  Louisville^ 
New  Albany  dk  Chicago  Railway  Company^  75  Fed.  488,  22 
C.  C.  A.  378;  Venner  v.  Atchison^  Topeka  dk  Santa  Fe  Rail- 
way Company  (C.  C.)  28  Fed.  581,  587,  689. 
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It  is  further  urged  that  the  statute  should  be  construed 
as  authorising  stock  purchases  for  investment  only,  and  not 
for  control.  Except  so  far  as  this  proposition  inyolves  the 
question  of  conflict  with  anti-trust  and  anti-monopoly  laws, 
it  is  without  apparent  force.  Not  only  does  the  statute  con- 
tain no  express  limitation  to  purchases  for  investment,  but 
the  object  of  the  proviaon,  which  is  apparently  to  further 
the  active  and  profitable  prosecution  of  the  business  of  the 
purchasing  corporation  by  way  of  holding  interests  in  other 
corporations  carrying  on  the  same  or  a  directly  allied  busi- 
ness, seems  more  ccmsistent  with  the  right  of  active  partici- 
pation in  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  whose  stock  is  pur- 
chased than  with  a  mere  right  of  investment  without  such 
active  participation.  The  right  to  vote  the  stock  so  pur- 
chased is  expressly  given  by  the  Michigan  mining  act  (2 
Comp.  Laws  Mich.  §  7002),  and  such  right  is  incidental  to 
the  ownership  of  the  stock.  Rogers  v.  NashviUe^  Chatta- 
nooga <&  St  Louis  Railway  Company,  33  C.  G.  A.  517,  91 
Fed.  812;  Taylor  v.  Southern  Pacific  RaUviay  Company 
(C.  C.)  122  Fed.  147, 161. 

[709]  The  contention  that  the  acquiring  and  holding  of  the 
stock  proxies  in  the  interest  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company 
is  beyond  the  power  of  that  company  cannot  be  sustained. 
The  mining  act  (2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  §  7002)  expressly  pro- 
vides that  ^'  stockholders  may  appear  and  vote  in  person,  or 
by  proxj'  duly  filed,  or  by  their  duly  constituted  attorneys.'' 
No  question  of  the  right  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  C'Ompany  to 
act  as  the  attorney  for  a  stockholder  in  the  Osceola  Company 
is  involved,  for  tiie  corporation  does  not  attempt  to  so  act. 
But  no  reason  is  apparent  why  a  corporation  shareholder 
should  not  have  the  same  legal  right  as  other  shareholders 
to  protect  its  interest,  both  by  giving  and  soliciting  proxies 
for  effecting  a  lawful  concert  of  action. 

We  are  thus  brought  to  the  consideration  of  the  question 
whose  answer  must  control  the  disposition  of  the  first  case, 
viz.,  whether  the  purchase  of  the  Osceola  stock  and  the  ob- 
taining of  the  Osceola  proxies  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany have  the  necessary  effect,  or  were  made  and  done  with 
the  intent,  to  restrain  trade  or  create  or  maintain  a  monopoly 
within  the  meanincr  of  the  law. 
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And,  first,  bs  to  the  Sherman  Act.  The  sections  involved 
here  are  section  1,  which  declares  illegal  ^^  every  contract, 
combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  otherwise,  or  con- 
spiracy, in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations  " ;  and  section  2,  which  declare? 
it  a  misdemeanor  to  ^^  monopolize  or  attempt  w  or  com- 
bine or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopo- 
lize any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations." 

It  is  important,  at  the  outset,  to  consider  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  action  complained  of ;  for  while  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  a  violation  of  the  act  to  show  affirmatively  a  spe- 
cific intent  to  restrain  commerce  or  create  a  monopoly,  pro- 
vided such  restraint  or  such  monopoly  be  the  direct,  immedi- 
ate, and  necessary  result  of  the  combination  {United  Slates 
V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association^  166  U.  S.  290,  341, 
17, Sup.  Ct  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007;   United  States  v.  Joint 
Tra^<)  Association,  171  U.  S.  605,  19  Sup.  Ct.  25,  43  L.  Ed. 
269;  Chesapeake  <b  Ohio  Fuel  Company  v.  United  States^ 
53  G  C.  A.  256, 115  Fed.  610, 623) ,  yet,  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Holmes  in  Swift  c6  Company  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  at 
page  396,  26  Sup.  Ct.  at  page  279,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  «  Where 
acts  are  not  sufficient  in  themselves  to  produce  a  result  which 
the  law  seeks  to  prevent — for  instance,  a  monopoly — but  re- 
quire further  acts  in  addition  to  the  mere  forces  of  nature 
in  order  to  bring  that  result  to  pass,  an  intent  to  bring  it  to 
pass  is  necessary  in  order  to  produce  a  dangerous  probability 
that  it  will  happen;"  and,  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  in 
the  Joint  Tragic  Association  case^  in  commenting  upon  the 
decision  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case,  "An  unlawfid  intent  in 
entering  into  the  agreement  was  held  immaterial,  but  only 
for  the  fact  that  the  agreement  did  in  fact  and  by  its  terms 
restrain  trade." 

In  many  of  the  leading  cases,  both  under  state  statutes  and 
the  common  law,  the  express  intent  to  restrain  trade  or  create 
a  monopoly  was  treated  as  material,  and  in  some  cases  con- 
trolling. Thus,  in  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  632,  43 
N.  W.  1102, 6  L.  R.  A.  457,  the  [710]  object  of  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  Diamond  Match  Company,  which  was  there  held 
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to  be  a  monopoly,  was  stated  to  be  ''to  monopolize  and 
control  the  business  of  making  all  the  friction  matches  in 
the  United  States  and  establish  the  price  thereof."  In  Duri- 
bar  V.  American  Telephone  Company^  ^SA  111.  9,  79  N.  E- 
423,  115  Am.  St.  Bep.  132,  the  direct  object  of  the  purchase 
by  the  American  Telephone  Company  (the  so-called  '^Bell 
monopoly  ")  was  alleged  to  be  to  put  the  Kellogg  Company 
out  of  business,  or  to  so  use  and  control  it  as  to  prevent 
rivalry  in  business  and  create  a  monopoly.  In  Hunt  v.  River- 
side Cooperative  Club,  140  Mich.  638, 104  N.  W.  40, 112  Am. 
St.  Eep.  420,  the  legality  of  defendant's  undertaking  was 
said  ''  to  be  determined  by  ascertaining  their  central  and  con- 
trolling object,"  which  was  found  to  be  to  create  a  monopoly 
in  favor  of  the  plumber  members. 

The  facts  necessary  to  be  considered  in  determining  the 
intent  and  purpose  with  which  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany made  the  purchases  and  entered  upon  the  expansion 
policy  in  question  are  these:  The  mines  of  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  are  upon  the  Calumet  conglomer-«te  and  the 
Osceola  and  Kearsarge  amygdaloid  lodes,  which  underlie 
the  surface  in  the  order  named.  Until  1904  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  mined  from  the  conglomerate  lode  only. 
Since  that  year  about  one-tenth  of  its  output  has  been  taken 
from  the  Osceola  lode.  Only  about  one-third  of  that  lode  (so 
far  as  developed  on  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  property)  is  said 
to  be  capable  of  profitable  mining.  Upon  the  Kearsarge  lode 
the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  has  thus  far  done  no  profit- 
able mining.  The  conglomerate  rock  mined  by  the  Calumet 
&  Hecla  Company  originally  yielded  100  pounds  of  copper 
to  the  ton,  but  the  percentage  of  copper  has  decreased  with 
the  depth  at  which  the  vein  is  mined,  until  now  it  yields  but 
little  more  than  40  pounds.  The  testimony  fairly  indicates 
that  the  profitable  life  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company,  in 
mining  upon  the  conglomerate  lode,  at  the  present  rate  of 
production,  is  about  15  years,  and  that  when  this  lode  is 
exhausted,  unless  considerably  more  territory  is  secured,  the 
industrial  life  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  will  be 
greatly  impaired,  and  several  million  dollars  worth  of  equip- 
ment and  plants  rendered  in  large  part  valueless..    Parts  of 


BIGELOW  V.  OAIiXTMET  A  HECIJk  MININO  CO.  603 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

the  Kearsarge  lode  on  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  property  are 
barren,  the  workings  of  that  company  yielding  from  that 
vein  an  average  of  17  to  18  pounds  of  copper  per  ton  of  rock. 
To  produce  the  same  output  from  the  Kearsarg*"  lode,  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  must  mine  several  times  as  much 
Tocik  as  on  the  Calumet  conglomerate;  and  for  the  reason 
stated,  and  in  order  to  use  the  existing  large  equipment  and 
conduct  mining  operations  with  the  present  degree  of  profit, 
it  would  be  necessary,  in  working  the  Kearsarge  vein,  to  mine 
over  a  large  territory  at  once. 

The  Osceola,  Centennial,  AUouez,  and  La  Salle  mines  are 
upon  the  Kearsarge  lode,  the  mines  of  the  Osceola  Company 
being  also  upon  the  Osceola  lode.  The  Osceola  Company 
has  worked  both  the  Osceola  and  Kearsarge  veins,  producing 
from  both  in  1906  about  18,500,000  pounds  of  copper.  The 
Allouez  and  Centennial  properties  have  never  been  fully 
developed,  the  former  yielding  in  1906  about  [711]  3,500,000 
and  the  latter  about  2,500,000  pounds  of  copper.  In  the 
case  of  the  other  companies  involved,  development  has  in  no 
case  been  carried  to  the  point  of  profitable  production.  The 
Centennial  immediately  adjoins  the  Calumet  &  Hecla,  a  por- 
tion of  the  Osceola  lies  between  and  immediately  adjoining 
the  Centennial,  and  the  Allouez  and  another  portion  of  the 
Osceola  lie  between  and  immediately  adjoining  the  Calumet 
&  Hecla  and  the  La  Salle,  in  which  the  Calumc»t  &  Hecla 
Company  has  acquired  a  controlling  interest.  The  Kear- 
sarge lode  can  be  most  advantageously  worked  by  the  Calu- 
met &  Hecla  Company,  through  friendly  cooperation  with 
the  Osceola,  Centennial,  Allouez,  and  La  Salle  mines,  not 
unusual  between  mining  companies  sustaining  friendly  rela- 
tions toward  each  other.  Certain  abandoned  shafts  of  the 
Osceola  Company  are  thought  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla 
Company  to  be  available  for  mining  the  Osceola  amygdaloid 
lode  as  well  as  the  conglomerate  lode  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla 
property,  and  certain  shafts  of  the  Osceola  Company  it  is 
thought  may  ultimately  be  profitably  extended  into  the  Al- 
louez and  Centennial  workings,  and  certain  shafts  upon  other 
properties  in  which  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  is  inter- 
ested it  is  believed  can  be  advantageously  used  in  the  Osceola 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 39 
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Company's  territory.  The  relatioas  between  the  Calumet  & 
Hecia  and  the  Osceola  Companies  were  not  such  as  to  permit 
cooperation. 

Copper  production  in  the  Lake  region  hfts  steadily  in- 
creased for  many  years  past  In  1906  there  were  at  least 
22  producing  companies  in  that  region.  At  least  18  other 
mining  companies  were  then  developing  and  explcMring.  The 
c<^per-bearing  range  contains  other  profitable  lodes  besides 
those  before  named,  including  the  Pewabic  (on  which  the 
Quincy  operates),  the  Arcadian  (worked  by  the  Isle  Boy  ale), 
and  the  Baltic  (on  which  the  Copper  Range  mines  are  oper- 
ated) .  The  Calumet  &  Hecla  ratio  of  production  toward  the 
total  Lake  production  has  gradually  declined  from  about  66 
per  cent  in  1879  to  38  per  cent  in  1905,  increasing  to  about 
43  per  cent  in  1906. 

I  am  convinced,  from  a  careful  consideration  of  the  testi- 
mony, that  the  controlling  motive  and  purpose  of  the  Calu- 
met &  Hecla  Company  in  acquiring  its  interest  in  the  mining 
properties  mentioned  was  to  extend  its  industrial  life  and 
keep  up  and  increase,  if  possible,  its  production  and  net 
earnings,  and  that  the  evidence  fairly  negatives  a  design 
thereby  to  reduce  the  output  of  any  of  the  companies,  or 
artificially  to  increase  or  maintain  the  price  of  the  product, 
or  to  stifle  competition  between  the  related  companies,  or  to 
prejudice  other  stockholders  generally  of  either  company 
associated,  or  to  interfere  with  the  integrity  of  either  com- 
pany, a  common  management  with  separate  detailed  organi- 
zation being  contemplated.  The  evidence  does  not  indicate 
that  any  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  associated  companies  is 
contemplated,  except  upon  terms  and  in  manner  mutually 
advantageous.  The  testimony  indicates  that  the  stock  of  the 
Osceola,  Allouez,  and  Centennial  Companies  was  bought  on 
the  exchange,  as  the  only  practicable  method  of  procuring 
control  of  those  properties;  the  legislative  bill  of  1905,  au- 
thorizing the  purchase  of  stock  in  other  mining  companies, 
having  been  introduced  at  the  instance  of  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company. 

[712]  The  allegation  in  the  bill  that  the  Calumet  &  Hecla 
Company  was  seeking  to  purchase  interests  in  the  Tamarack, 
Ahmeek,  and  Isle  Royal  Companies  is  not  susteined  by  the 
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evidenod,  except  to  this  extent:  that  the  Calumet  &  Heda 
Company  made  an  offer  for  the  holdings  of  complainant  and 
his  aaaociatesy  but  only  after  complainant  (having  reason  to 
soapect  that  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  was  buying 
Oaoeola  stock  to  obtain  control)  offered  the  same  for  sale, 
conditioned  upon  receiving  the  assurance  that  the  Osceola 
stock  was  being  bou^t  f(H:  control.  While  this  assurance 
was  not  given,  the  fact  was  neither  admitted  nor  denied. 

It  is  only  just  to  complainant  to  say  that  the  charges  made 
against  his  management  of  the  Osceola  Company,  to  the 
effect  that  its  product  has  not  been  economically  manufac- 
tured and  sold,  and  that  it  has  not  been  made  to  bring  the 
best  prices,  are  shown  to  be  without  foundation. 

A  consideration  of  the  evidence  has  failed  to  convince  me 
thifci  the  Calumet  A  Hecla  Company  is  seeking  to  restrain 
trade  or  create  a  monopoly,  unless  such  monopoly  or  restraint 
of  trade  shall  be  found  to  be  the  necessary  result  of  the  con- 
tit^  in  question  over  the  competing  companies  involved. 

We  are  thus  brought  to  the  question  whether  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  alleged  combination  is  to  restrain  trade  or  create 
a  monopoly.  It  is  settled  that  a  combination  does  not  vio- 
late the  federal  statute  merely  because  it  may  indirectly,  in- 
cidentally, or  remotely  restrain  trade  or  tend  toward  monop- 
oly. If  its  necessary  eflfect  is  to  stifle  or  to  directly  and  sub- 
stantially restrict  interstate  commerce^  it  falls  under  the  ban 
of  the  law.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  only  incidentally  or 
indirectly  restricts  competition,  while  its  main  purpose  and 
chief  effect  are  to  promote  the  business  and  increase  the  trade 
of  the  consumers,  it  is  not  denounced  or  voided  by  that  law. 
United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Company^  156  U.  S.  1,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325 ;  Hopki7is  v.  United  States,  171 
U.  S.  578,  19  Sup.  Ct.  40,  43  L.  Ed.  290;  Anderson  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  604,  19  Sup.  Ct.  50,  43  L.  Ed.  300 ;  W hit- 
well  V.  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  60  C.  C.  A.  290,  125 
Fed.  464,  64  L.  R.  A.  689;  Chesapeake  <&  Ohio  Fuel  Com- 
pany V.  United  States,  53  C.  C.  A.  256,  115  Fed.  610,  622 ; 
Davis  V.  A.  Booth  Company,  65  C.  C.  A.  269,  131  Fed.  31 ; 
Phillips  V.  lola  Portland  Cement  Company^  125  Fed.  593, 
694,  595,  61  C-  C.  A.  19. 
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Is,  ihen,  the  direct  and  immediate  and  necessary  effect  of 
the  mere  fact  of  control  on  the  part  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecia 
Company  over  the  Osceola  Company  (as  obtained  by  the 
election  of  a  majority  of  the  board  of  directors,  and  thus 
the  power  to  direct  the  affairs  of  the  latter  company,  through 
the  election  of  officers  and  otherwise)  to  restrain  trade  of 
create  a  monopoly  within  the  meaning  of  the  Sherman  act? 

In  United  States  v.  E.  G.  Knight  Company^  supra^  it  was 
broadly  held  that  a  monopoly  of  manufacturing  was  not 
within  the  prohibition  of  that  law.  There  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Company,  being  in  control  of  a  large  ma- 
jority of  the  manufactories  of  refined  sugar  in  the  United 
States,  acquired,  through  the  purchase  of  stock  in  four  Phil- 
adelphia sugar  refineries,  such  disposition  over  those  manu- 
factories throughout  the  United  States  as  gave  it  practically 
a  monopoly  [713]  of  the  business.  It  was  held  that  it  does 
not  follow  that  an  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  the  actual  mo- 
nopoly of  the  manufacture,  was  an  attempt  to  monopolize 
conmierce,  even  though,  in  .order  to  dispose  of  the  product, 
the  instrumentality  of  commerce  was  necessarily  invoked. 
Chief  Justice  Fuller  there  said  (page  16  of  166  U.  S.,  page 
265  of  15  Sup.  Ct  [39  L.  Ed.  326] ) : 

**  CJontracts,  combinations,  or  conspiracies  to  control  domestic  enter- 
prise in  manufacture,  agriculture,  mining,  production  in  all  Its  forms, 
or  to  raise  or  lower  prices  or  wages,  might  unquestionably  tend  to 
restrain  external  as  well  as  domestic  trade,  but  the  restraint  would 
be  an  indirect  result  however  inevitable  and  whatever  its  extent,  and 
such  result  would  not  necessarily  determine  the  object  of  the  con- 
tract, combination,  or  conspiracy." 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  authority  of  the  Knight  case 
has  been  destroyed  by  subsequent  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  Apart  from  this  question,  an  examination  of  the 
later  decisions  which  are  thought  to  have  that  effect  is  of 
value;  for  in  each  of  the  cases  so  cited,  and  in  which  the 
effect  of  the  combination  in  question  has  been  held  to  be  to 
restrain  trade  or  create  monopoly,  there  is  found  to  have 
existed  some  special  element  (apart  from  the  mere  combina- 
tion of  manufacturing  companies  selling  their  product  in 
interstate  and  foreign  trade)  from  which  a  direct,  immediate, 
and  necessary  restraint  upon  competition  was  found  to  result. 
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Thus:  By  the  agreement  in  question  in  Vnited  States  v. 
TranS'Missouri  Freight  Association^  166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007,  the  adoption  of  governing  rates  for 
all  companies  interested  was  directly  provided  for,  and  this 
was  the  announced  purpose  of  the  combination. 

In  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association,  171  U.  S. 
505,  19  Sup.  Ct.  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259,  the  facts  were  similar  to 
those  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case.  In  the  Joint  Traffic  case, 
Justice  Peckham  said : 

*'  To  suppose,  as  is  assumed  by  counsel,  that  the  effect  of  the  deci- 
sion in  the  Trana-Missouri  cctae  is  to  render  illegal  most  business  con 
tracts  or  combinations,  however  indispensable  and  necessary  they  may 
be,  because,  as  they  assert,  they  all  restrain  trade  in  some  remote  and 
indirect  degree,  is  to  make  a  most  violent  assumption,  and  one  not 
called  for  or  Justified  by  the  decision  mentioned,  or  by  any  other 
decision  of  this  court" 

In  Addyston  Pipe  Company  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S. 
211,  20  Sup.  Ct  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  the  defendants,  who  were 
manufacturers  of  cast  iron  pipe,  entered  into  a  combination 
to  "  raise  the  price  of  pipe  for  all  the  states  west  of  New 
York,  Pennsylvania,  and  Virginia,  constituting  considerably 
more  than  three-quarters  of  the  territory  of  the  United 
States,"  by  "  voluntarily  agreeing  to  sell  only  at  prices  fixed 
by  their  committee  " ;  whereby  the  defendants  were  able  to 
"  compel  the  public  to  pay  an  increase  over  what  the  price 
would  have  been  if  fixed  by  competition  between  the  defend- 
ants."  Justice  Peckham  there  said  of  the  Knight  case : 

"The  plain  distinction  between  manufacture  and  commerce  was 
pointed  out,  and  it  was  observed  that  a  contract  or  combination  which 
directly  related  to  manufacture  only  was  not  brought  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  act,  although,  as  an  indirect  and  incidental  result  of  such 
combination,  commerce  among  the  states  might  be  thereafter  some- 
what afTected." 

[714]  In  Montague  v.  Lovyry,  198  U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Ct.  307, 
48  L.  Ed.  608,  the  Tile,  Mantel  &  Grate  Association  involved 
had  been  organized  for  the  express  purpose  of  creating  a 
monopoly  between  dealers  within  a  certain  radius  and  the 
eastern  manufacturers  of  tile.  By  reason  of  the  association, 
plaintiffs  were  wholly  unable  to  procure  at  any  price  tiles 
from  the  manufacturers  (from  whom  they  had  always  before 
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bought),  or  from  dealers  in  San  Francisco  unless  at  a  price 
more  than  50  per  cent  above  what  members  of  the  associa- 
tion were  to  to  pay. 

In  Swift  €&  Company  v.  United  States^  196  U.  S.  875,  26 
Sup.  Ct  276, 49  L.  Ed.  518,  the  case  was  heard  upon  demurrer 
to  the  bill,  which  charged  a  combination  of  a  dominant  pro- 
portion of  the  dealers  in  ffesh  meat  throughout  the  United 
States  not  to  bid  against,  or  only  in  conjunction  with,  each 
other,  in  order  to  regulate  prices  in,  and  induce  shipments  to, 
the  live  stock  markets  in  other  states,  to  restrict  shipments, 
establish  uniform  rules  of  grading,  make  uniform  and  im- 
proper rules  of  cartage,  and  to  get  less  than  lawful  rates 
from  railroads  to  the  exclusion  of  competitors,  with  the  in- 
tent to  monopolize  commerce  among  the  states.  Mr.  Justice 
Holmes,  in  holding  the  combination  invalid,  said^  with  refer- 
ence to  the  alleged  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  that : 

It  **  is  *a  direct  object,  it  is  tliat  for  which  the  several  specific  acta 
and  courses  of  conduct  are  done  and  adopted.  Therefore  the  case  is 
not  like  United  States  v.  E.  0.  Knight  Company,  156  U.  S.  X  15  Sup. 
Ct  249,  S9  L.  Ed.  325,  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  combination  was 
manufactures,  and  the  direct  object  monopoly  of  mauufactuie  within 
a  state.  However  likely  monopoly  of  commerce  among  the  states  in 
the  article  manufactured  was  to  follow  from  the  agreement,  it  was  not 
a  necessary  consequence  nor  a  primary  end.  Here  the  subject-matter 
is  sales,  and  the  very  point  of  the  combination  is  to  restrain  and 
monopolize  commerce  among  the  states  in  respect  of  such  salea" 

In  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United  States^  193 
U.  S.  197, 24  Sup.  Ct.  436, 48  L.  Ed.  679,  the  combination  em- 
braced competing  or  parallel  lines  of  railroad.  These  rail- 
roads were  directly  engaged  in  commerce  between  the  states, 
and  the  agreement  provided  for  a  prorating  of  the  earnings 
between  the  two  companies  involved,  thus  effectually  re- 
straining competition. 

Turning  to  the  cases  elsewhere,  in  which  the  direct  and 
necessary  effect  of  a  given  combination  has  been  held  to  be 
to  restrain  trade,  there  is  found  to  have  existed  some  special 
element  or  consideration,  apart  from  the  mere  combination 
of  manufacturing  companies,  from  which  a  direct,  imme- 
diate, and  necessary  restraint  upon  competition  was  held  to 
result 
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For  example,  in  CheiapeaJee  4k  Ohio  Fuel  Company  v. 
United  States,  68  C.  C.  A.  256, 115  Fed.  610, 14  coal  producers 
of  a  given  district,  formerly  independent,  were  compelled  to 
sell  at  a  price  fixed  by  tiie  executire  committee  or  not  to  sell 
at  all.  The  execntive  conunittee  also  determined  eadi  month 
what  percentage  of  the  total  product  each  member  mi^t 
ship.  The  rule  was  expressly  recognized  that  it  is  not  every 
case  of  incidental  restraint  which  makes  a  contract  void,  the 
court  saying:  ^^  But  the  question  is,  is  it  an  effect  of  the  ^:on- 
tract  to  directly  restrain  interstate  conmiercef  " 

In  Cnwene  v.  Carter-Crume  Gompomy,  34  C.  C.  A.  479.  92 
Fed.  479,  [715]  a  combination  of  manufacturers  of  wooden- 
ware,  representing  80  per  cent  of  the  production  of  the 
country,  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  produc- 
tion and  keeping  up  prices,  which  were  to  be  regulated  by 
the  central  organization.  The  direct  purpose  was  held  to  be 
to  ci«ate  a  monopoly  and  restrain  freedom  of  commerce. 

It  is  urged  that  certain  remarks  found  in  the  opinions  oi 
the  courts  in  the  PeofrwHl,  Great  Northern,  Trans-Missouri^ 
Northern  Seourities,  Addyston,  and  other  cases  sustain  the 
proposition  that  a  control  by  one  corporation  over  a  com- 
petitor creates  the  tendency  and  the  power  to  suppress  c(»n- 
petition,  and  that  this  t^idency  and  pow^  operate  ipso  faeto 
as  a  direct  and  immediate  restraint  upon  trade  and  in  the 
direction  of  monopoly.  The  PearsaU  case  (161  U.  S.  646, 
16  Sup.  Ot.  705,  40  L.  Ed.  888)  involved  the  question  of  fact 
wheth^*  certain  acts  amounted  to  a  consolidation,  lease,  pur- 
chase, or  any  form  of  control  on  the  part  of  the  Great  North- 
em  over  the  Northern  Pacific,  and  thus  violated  a  statute  of 
Minnesota  forbidding  railroad  corporations  to  ^^consolidate 
with,  lease,  or  purchase,  or  in  any  way  become  owner  of  or 
contrc^  any  other  railroad  corporation,  or  any  stock,  fran- 
chise or  rights  or  property  thereof,  which  owns  or  controls 
a  parallel  or  competing  line.^  The  nature  of  the  other  cases 
referred  to  has  been  already  stated.  Considering  the  re- 
marks referred  to  in  connection  with  the  light  of  attending 
facts  and  the  points  decided,  I  find  nothing  in  th«n  sustain- 
ing the  proposition  that  the  direct,  immediate,  and  necessary 
effect  of  a  control  by  a  corporation  over  a  competitor,  through 
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stock  ownership,  is  to  restrain  trade  or  create  a  monopoly 
either  in  manufacturing  or  selling.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  well  settled  that  individual  stockholders  may  lawfully  own 
a  controlling  interest  in  each  of  two  competing  companied 
{PearsaU  v.  Ore(U  Northern  Railway  Gampany^  161  U.  S. 
646,  671, 16  Sup-  Ct  705,  40  L.  Ed.  838;  Northern  SecurUies 
Company  v.  United  States,  193  U,  S.  361,  362,  24  Sup.  Ct 
436, 48  L.  Ed.  679),  and  that  the  same  person  may  as  director 
lawfully  represent  two  competing  companies  {Adams  Minhig 
Company  v.  Senter,  26  Mich.  73;  Twin-Lick  OU  Company  v. 
Marbury,  91  U.  S.  587,  23  L.  Ed.  328).  The  fact  that  Calu- 
met &  Heda  officers  or  representatiyes  are  to  act  as  directors 
in  the  Osceola  Company,  whose  oorp<M^te  organization  and 
affairs  are  to  be  separately  maintained  and  conducted,  affords 
no  presumption  that  such  directors  will  violate  the  law  or 
abuse  their  trusts  as  directors  of  the  Osceola  Company.  Any 
attempt  to  do  so,  will,  of  course,  subject  them  to  restraint  or 
correction  by  the  courts.  Rogers  v.  NashviUe,  0.  <6  St.  L. 
Ry,  Company,  91  Fed.  313,  33  C.  C-  A.  617.  Beyond  such  in- 
direct restraint  as  is  incidental  to  a  common  management,  it 
is  difficult  to  see  that  competition  will  be  necessarily  unlaw- 
fully restricted.  It  is  true  that  an  opportunity  for  restrict- 
ing competition  is  afforded  by  the  relation ;  but  this  is  equally 
true  of  every  case  of  a  common  g^ieral  management;  true, 
for  example,  of  the  relations  between  the  Osceola,  Tamarack, 
Ahmeek,  and  Isle  Royale  Companies,  which  have  in  com- 
plainant a  common  president,  who  is  largely  interested  as  a 
stockholder ;  which  have  a  conmion  general  management  and 
control ;  and  which  own  stock  in  a  common  smelter,  railroad, 
and  chemical  works,  and  sell  through  a  common  [716]  agent 
In  either  of  the  cases  presented,  ^'  further  acts  in  addition  to 
the  mere  forces  of  nature''  are  required  to  bring  about  the 
restraint  of  competition  beyond  such  restraint  as  indirectly, 
remotely,  and  incidentally  results  from  the  relation  of  a 
common  management.  The  practical  certainty  that  under 
the  proposed  control  the  selling  of  the  Osceola  product  would 
be  taken  from  the  United  States  Metals  Selling  Company, 
and  will  be  sold  in  connection  with  that  of  the  Calumet  A, 
Hecla  Company,  and  thus  under  a  general  Calumet  &  Heda 
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management,  is  urged  as  necessarily  restricting  competition. 
But  not  only  does  not  the  employment  of  a  common  selling 
agent  necessarily  tend  of  itself  to  restrain  trade  {UnUea 
States  V.  Joint  Traific  Association,  171  U.  S.  667, 19  Sup.  Ct. 
25,  43  L.  Ed.  259),  but  it  would  seem  that  any  decrease  of 
competition  between  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  and  the  Osceola 
Companies  is  likely  to  be  offset  by  new  competition  between 
the  Osceola  on  the  one  hand,  the  Ahmeek  and  Tamarack  on 
the  other,  and  by  new  competition  between  the  Osceola  and 
the  United  States  Metals  Selling  Company,  whidi  now  sells 
two-thirds  of  the  copper  product  of  the  United  States,  in 
eluding  the  large  output  of  the  competing  Amalgamated 
Copper  Company.  The  conclusion  reached  is  that,  whatever 
may  be  the  remaining  authority  of  the  Knight  case  as  dis- 
tinguishing between  a  monopoly  of  manufacturing  and  a 
monopoly  of  interstate  selling,  the  authorities  do  not  go  to 
the  extent  of  holding  that  in  the  absence  of  intent,  or  of 
special  features  or  conditions,  every  case  of  control  by  a 
manufacturing  or  a  mining  corporation  over  a  competitor, 
through  stock  ownership  and  consequent  direction  of  cor- 
porate management,  creates  per  se,  directly,  immediately, 
and  necessarily,  a  restraint  upon  trade  ;^  and  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  hold  that  such  is  its  effect. 

It  is,  however,  earnestly  and  forcefully  contended  that 
Lake  copper  is  a  commodity  so  distinct  from  other  copper, 
and  so  peculiarly  in  a  class  by  itself,  and  that  its  production 
is  so  small  and  so  necessarily  limited,  that  a  control  by  the 
Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  over  the  Osceola  Company  will 
directly  and  necessarily  tend  to  substantially  restrict  com- 
petition and  create  a  monopoly  in  Lake  copper,  and  especially 
in  what  (as  distinguished  from  Western  or  Electrolytic  cop- 
per) is  called  "best"  or  "prime"  Lake  copper;  which  is 
alleged  to  be  produced  by  only  a  few  companies  other  than 
the  Calumet  &  Hecla  and  Osceola  (viz.,  the  Quincy,  Tama- 
rack, Wolverine,  and  Ahmeek),  and  in  comparatively  small 
amounts. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  monopoly,  in  order  to  be  unlawful, 
need  not  be  complete;  and  that  it  may  exist  although  limited 
to  a  narrow  territory.  A  combination  must,  however,  in 
order  to  violate  the  law  against  monopolies,  directly,  neces- 
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sarily,  and  substantially  tend  toward  monopoly.  See  WhU- 
weU  T.  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  fSO  C.  G.  A.  990,  125 
Fed.  454,  462,  64  L.  R.  A.  689,  where  the  federal  cases  on 
the  subject  are  discussed.  As  said  in  the  Addyston  case 
(page  945  of  175  U.  S.,  page  109  of  90  Sup.  Gt.  [44  L.  Ed. 
136]): 

"  It  is  the  effect  of  the  combination  In  Umlting  and  restricting  the 
right  of  each  of  the  members  to  transact  bnsiness  in  the  ordinary 
way,  as  well  as  its  effect  npon  the  volome  or  extent  of  the  dealing  in 
the  commodity,  that  is  regarded." 

[717]  The  important  facts  relating  to  this  branch  of  in- 
quiry are  these:  The  record  shows  that  the  world's  produc- 
tion of  copper  was  in  1906  about  1,600,000,000  pounds,  of 
which  the  United  States  was  producing  about  913,000,000 
pounds.  Of  this  last  amount  about  224,000,000  pounds  were 
produced  in  the  n^ghborfaood  of  Lake  Superior,  and  is 
therefore  Lake  copper.  This  Lake  copper  in  place  differs 
from  most  of  the  other  world's  copper  in  that  it  is  "na- 
tive '' — that  is  to  say,  it  is  usually  found  "  free  "  and  sub- 
stantially pure,  the  arsenic  and  other  impurities  being  usu- 
ally regarded  as  united  with  the  rock  with  which  the  metal 
is  associated;  while  in  most  other  coppers  the  metal  is  car- 
ried by  an  ore,  and  is  directly  united  with  other  chemical 
substances.  Until  recent  years,  practically  all  copper  was 
entirely  furnace  irefined,  and  by  reason  of  the  conditions 
named  the  impurities  (the  most  prominent  of  which  was 
arsenic)  were  more  readily  removed  from  the  Lake  copper, 
and  a  better  product  obtained  than  was  commercially  prac- 
ticable in  the  case  of  copper  ores  generally.  By  reason  of 
this  fact,  and  the  uniformity  of  the  pi:x)duct  of  some  of  the 
best  of  the  Lake  mines,  Lake  copper  acquired  and  has  held  a 
reputation  superior  to  that  of  Western  coppers.  By  the  proc- 
ess of  electrolysis,  which  has,  during  recent  years,  been  gen- 
erally employed  in  the  refining  of  Western  coppers,  prac- 
tically absohite  purity  of  product  is  obtainable,  and  the  pro- 
duction of  pure  copper  is  commercially  practicable  from  ores 
and  minerals  too  arsenical  to  permit  profitably  of  a  high 
degree  of  refining  by  the  furnace  process  alone.  As  a  result 
of  the  improvement  of  this  process,  much  of  the  Lake  copper 
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is  now  refined  electrolytically  in  whole  or  in  part.  The 
Cftlumet  A  Hecla  Company  refines  its  highest  grade  of  min- 
eral by  the  furnace  method  alone.  The  other  grades  are  re- 
fined by  treating  a  lower  grade  electrolytically  (after  first 
smdting) ,  and  mixing  the  dectrolytic  product  with  another 
grade  of  mineral  not  electrolytically  treated.  By  this 
method  the  percentage  of  impurities  in  the  mineral  not  elec- 
trolytically treated  is  diluted  by  the  purer  electrolytic  prod- 
uct, the  degree  of  purity  being  theoretically  according  to  the 
ratio  between  the  respective  degrees  of  purity  and  the  pro- 
portionate amount  of  the  two  elements  of  the  mixture.  Calu- 
met A  Hecla  copper,  however  treated,  is  of  the  same  grade, 
is  entirdy  Lake  copper,  and  is  sold  on  the  market  as  best 
Lake  copper  (and  not  as  electrolytic) ,  and  at  one  price.  The 
Osceola,  Tamarack,  and  Ahmeek  Companies,  managed  by 
complainants,  mix  their  minerals  with  cathodes  of  Western 
copper  produced  by  the  Boston  A  Montana  Company  (one 
of  the  constituents  of  the  Amalgamated  Copper  Company) , 
usually  in  substantially  equal  proportions.  The  resulting 
product,  which  is  thus  practically  double  the  amount  of  Lake 
copper  used,  is  sold  as  Best  Lake,  and  not  as  electrolytic 
(substantially  one-half  as  the  property  of  the  Boston  A  Mon- 
tana Company),  although  actually  but  about  one-half  Lake. 
Some  of  the  other  Lake  coppers  are  treated  electrolytically 
and  sold  as  Best  Lake.  Of  the  224,000,000  pounds  now  pro- 
duced from  Lake  mineral,  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  (95,000,000 
pounds),  Quincy  (16,000,000  pounds),  Osceola  (18,500,000 
pounds),  Tamarack  (10,000,000  pounds),  and  Ahmeek 
8,500,000  pounds),  are  conceded  to  be  Best  Lake.  The  prod- 
uct of  seven  other  mines,  producing  in  the  aggregate  in  1906 
about  [718]  24,000,000  pounds,  including  the  Centennial 
(2,2^,000  pounds),  and  the  Wolverine  (10,000,000  pounds), 
are  fairly  shown  by  the  testimony  to  be  capable  of  being 
used  for  all  purposes  for  which  Best  Lake  copper  is  desired ; 
and  no  reason  is  apparent  why  a  large  part,  if  not  all,  of  the 
remaining  Lake  product,  too  arsenical  to  permit  of  high  re- 
finement by  the  furance  process  alone,  cannot  be  so  refined 
by  the  use  of  the  electrolytic  prooess. 
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The  production,  both  of  copper  generally  in  the  United 
States  as  well  as  at  the  Lake,  has  increased  steadily  year  by 
year,  that  of  the  United  States  having  increased  from  230,- 
000,000  pounds  in  1889  to  913,000,000  pounds  in  1906,  and 
that  of  the  Lake  region  from  80,000,000  pounds  in  1889  to 
224,000,000  pounds  in  1906.  By  reason  of  the  activity  of  min- 
ing in  the  Lake  district,  in  the  development  of  both  old  and 
new  lodes,  the  production  bids  fair  to  increase  for  some  years 
in  the  future  as  rapidly  as  in  the  past  Practically  all  domestic 
copper,  except  some  of  that  produced  at  the  Lake,  and  the 
bulk  of  all  foreign  copper,  is  electrolytically  treated.  The 
object  of  refining  is  to  obtain  purity  of  product,  and  the 
freer  it  is  from  arsenic  the  greater  its  conductivity.  The 
presence  of  a  small  amount  of  arsenic  slightly  increases  ten- 
sile strength.  For  these  reasons  copper  wire,  which  consumes 
about  one-half  of  all  the  copper  used  in  the  United  States, 
is  usually  made  from  electrolytic  copper,  although  for  some 
purposes  (and  perhaps  all)  certain  customers  specify  Best 
Lake,  which  usually,  not  being  entirely  electrolytically  re- 
fined, is  apt  to  carry  a  little  more  arsenic  than  the  purely 
electrolytic  The  testimony  shows  that  there  is  no  inherent 
chemical  or  physical  difference  between  equally  pure  furnace 
refined  and  electrolytically  refined  copper,  provided  the  lat- 
ter iB  subjected  to  the  same  final  furnace  process,  as  the  testi- 
mony indicates  it  usually  is  for  commercial  sale.  EUectrolytic 
copper  is  capable  of  use  for  any  purpose  for  which  Best  Lake 
is  used.  Lake  copper  and  electrolytic  are  sold  in  direct  com- 
petition with  each  other,  both  in  this  country  and  abroad, 
the  Best  Lake  usually  selling,  on  a  normal  market,  at  an  aver- 
age of  about  one-quarter  cent  per  pound  in  excess  of  the  best 
electrolytic  The  preference  of  some  purchasers,  which  re- 
sults in  this  difference  in  price,  is  probably  due,  in  large 
part  at  least,  to  the  long  existing  reputation  of  the  Best  Lake 
for  excellence,  including  uniformity  of  product,  and  to  the 
fact  that  the  present  high  state  of  electrolytic  refining  has 
but  lately  been  reached.  Lake  copper  is  not  locally  consume!! 
or  sold.  With  the  improvements  in  the  electrolytic  process, 
and  by  care  in  refining,  the  preference  of  some  consumers  for 
Lake  copper  is  diminishing,  and  seems  likely  to  disappear  in 
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the  near  future,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  based  upon  the 
reputation  of  individual  producers.  The  United  States  gov- 
ernment, which  is  a  large  purchaser  of  copper  for  various 
purposes,  originally  specified.  Calumet  &  Hecla  alone  for  car- 
tridge cases.  It  has  lately  included  Osceola,  Tamarack,  and 
Quincy,  and  has  still  more  lately  indicated  a  willingness  to 
consider  the  best  electrolytic  if  conforming  to  tests  sustained 
by  samples  submitted.  The  United  States  government  uses 
for  all  purposes  much  less  than  the  amount  of  the  Calumet 
&  Heda  output  alone,  and  in  the  last  five  years  that  com- 
[719Jpany  has  sold  the  government  (directly  at  least)  only 
about  one  million  pounds  in  the  aggregate.  It  would  seem 
that  any  attempt  to  artificially  raise  the  price  of  Lake  cop- 
per as  against  electrolytic  would  be  offset  by  a  larger  use  of 
electrolytic. ' 

If  the  distinction  between  Lake  and  electrolytic  copper  is 
as  sharply  defined  as  complainant  claims  (and  as  would  seem 
necessary  if  the  charge  of  monopoly  in  Lake  copper  is  to 
be  sustained),  in  view  of  the  attitude  of  complainant  toward 
Lake  copper,  as  evidenced  by  his  action  in  causing  to  be 
marketed  annually  over  60,000,000  pounds  of  copper  as  Lake 
copper,  which  is,  in  fact,  to  the  extent  of  but  about  one-half 
the  product  of  the  Lake  region,  a  serious  question  is  raised 
as  to  his  right  to  equitable  relief  against  an  attempted  mo- 
nopoly in  real  Lake  copper.  But  it  is  unnecassary  to  decide 
this  question,  for  the  conclusion  reached,  upon  consideration 
of  the  facts  appearing  in  the  record,  is  that  neither  Lake 
copper  nor  Best  Lake  copper  is  so  far  a  distinct  commodity, 
and  so  conspicuously  in  a  class  by  itself,  as  to  make  the  con- 
trol by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  over  the  Osceola, 
Allouez  and  Centennial  Companies  directly,  immediately, 
and  necessarily  tend  toward  restraint  of  trade  or  monopoly 
in  Lake  or  Best  Lake  copper,  either  generally  or  against. the 
United  States  government  in  particular.  The  alleged  com- 
bination not  being  shown  to  be  made  with  the  intention,  or 
to  have  the  direct,  immediate  and  necessary  effect  to  restrain 
trade  or  create  monopoly,  a  violation  of  the  federal  law  is 
not,  in  my  opinion,  made  out. 
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AS  TO  fOE  MIGHIQAJ9  BVATUTES. 

The  only  pitmsions  whieh  may  plausibly  be  thoii|^  to  be 
violated  are  snbdiyifflon  3  ef  the  act  of  1899  (Pab.  Acts 
Mich.  1899,  No.  255,  p.  409),  which  denouncos  aU  eombina- 
tions  for  the  purpose  of  preTenting  competition  in  '^  manu- 
facturing, making,  transpcnrtation,  sale  or  purchase  of  mer- 
chandise, produce  or  any  commodity";  and  section  2  of  the 
act  of  1905  (Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  No.  a«9,  p.  607),  which 
declares  illegal  all  combinations  entered  into  ^  for  ttta  pur- 
pose and  with  the  intent  of  establishing  and  maintaining  or 
of  attempting  to  establish  and  maintain  a  monopoly ''  of  any 
pursuit  or  business.  The  only  material  respect  in  which  the 
Michigan  statute  differs  from  the  federal  law  is  that  the 
Michigan  act  of  1899  expressly  includes  combinations  in 
manufacturing.  The  conclusions  reached  with  respect  to  the 
construction  of  the  federal  act  necessarily  forbid  r^ef  under 
the  Michigan  statutes.  In  view  of  the  statutory  provisions, 
both  state  and  federal,  it  is  unnecessary  to  further  consider 
the  question  of  common-law  monopoly. 

llie  conclusions  reached  require  a  denial  of  relief  onder 
the  bill  in  the  first  case.  The  same  considerations  forbid 
relief  under  the  bill  in  the  second  case,  except  as  to  the  ex- 
cessive land  holdings;  for  the  only  producing  mines  which 
have  come  under  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  control,  aside  fnxn 
the  Osceola,  are  l^e  Centennial  and  AUouez;  and  their  con- 
trol has  been  taken  i]ito  account  in  determining  the  lawful- 
ness of  the  Osceola  stock  purchase. 

A  question  is  raised  as  to  the  right  of  eomplainant  to  re- 
lief against  the  acts  c<Mnplained  of,  in  view  of  the  object  of 
his  purchase  and  the  [720]  acquiescence  of  his  assignors  in 
the  transactions  with  respect  to  which  relief  is  sought.  In 
the  view,  however,  that  is  taken  of  the  case  upon  the  merits, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  this  question. 

The  provisions  of  the  mining  act  in  force  when  these  suits 
were  begim  (Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1907,  No.  162,  p.  214),  provided 
that  "  every  corporation  organized  or  existing  under  this 
act  shall  have  power  to  purchase,  hold  and  convey  all  such 
real  estate  as  the  purposes  of  the  corporation  shall  require," 
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I  am  nnable  to  assent  to  the  proposition  that  the  land  hold- 
ings oi  corp<Nrations  in  if  hich  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company 
own  a  stoek  interest  are  to  be  taken  into  account  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  statutory  limft  is  exceeded.  The  Calu- 
met &  Hecla  Company  does  not,  by  the  mere  fact  of  its  stock- 
holding, own  lands  held  by  another  corporation.  When 
these  suits  were  begun,  the  Calumet  A  Hecla  Company  held 
over  65,000  acres  of  land,  and  owned  in  addition  the  timber 
on  40,000  acres.  About  9,000  acres  of  timber  has  since  been 
cut  and  the  land  allowed  to  revert  About  12,000  acres  con- 
tained no  timber.  About  32,000  acres  (containing  pine 
timber  too  valuable  for  use  in  the  mines)  has  been  put  upon 
the  market  for  sale.  The  testimony  is  to  the  effect  that  the 
present  Calumet  &  Hecla  mining  operations  require  about 
30,000,000  feet  of  large  timber  per  year,  and  that  the  50,000 
acres  remaining  are,  in  the  judgment  of  the  company's  officers, 
sufficient  only  for  the  conglomerate  mining. 

Since  these  suits  were  begun,  the  provision  referred  to  has 
been  so  amended  as  to  give  a  mining  corporation  ^  power  to 
purchase,  hold  and  convey  all  such  real  estate  as  the  purposes 
of  the  corporation  shall  require."  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1907, 
No.  162,  p.  214.  Passing  the  question  raised  as  to  the  right 
of  any  one  other  than  the  public  authorities  to  attack  ex- 
cessive land  hoklings,  I  am  unable  to  say,  under  the  evidence, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  officers  of  the  company  has  been 
wrongfully  exercised,  and  that  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany does  not  need  the  amount  of  land  remaining  on  hand 
and  not  upon  the  market.  In  view  of  the  amendment  of 
1907,  the  com^  could  net  properly,  upon  this  record,  order  a 
reduction  of  land  holdings,  unless  found  to  exceed  the  re- 
quirements of  the  corporation ;  and  the  fact  that  this  statute 
was  passed  since  the  commencement  of  the  suits  could  at 
most  only  affect  the  question  of  costs. 

The  option  taken  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company 
upon  the  so-called  "  Nipagon  lands,"  in  Canada,  is  attacked 
as  ultra  vires.  The  above-cited  provisions  of  the  mining 
law  pertaining  to  the  holding  of  lands  impose  no  limi- 
tation as  to  their  location.  The  permission  to  purchase  stock 
in  other  mining  companies  is  expresrfy  extended  to  "  any 
company  organized  under  this  act  or  any  other  laws,  foreign 
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or  domestic  "  (Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  pp.  158, 154,  No.  153) ; 
and  by  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  §  7012,  a  mining  company  is 
expressly  authorized  to  '^conduct  its  mining,  smelting  or 
manufacturing  business,  in  whole  or  in  part,  at  any  place  or 
places  within  the  United  States,  in  the  territories  thereof  or 
in  any  foreign  country,"  and  may  conduct  such  business 
wholly  without  the  state  of  Michigan.  The  Nipagon  option 
is  therefore  not  shown  to  be  ultra  vires. 

The  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  is  entitled  to  a  decree  in 
each  case,  dismissing  the  bill  of  complaint  with  costa 


[721]   BIGELOW  v.  CALUMET  &  HECLA  MINING 

CO.  ET  AL.  (two  cases)  .• 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixtli  Circuit    February  18,  1909.) 

[167  Fed.  Rep..  721.] 

Mines  and  Minerals  (§  105) — Mining  Cobpobations — Powers — Pub- 
OHASiNo  Stock  in  Other  Corporations — Michigan  Mining  Stat- 
ute.— Public  Acts  Mich.  1905,  p.  153,  No.  105,  which  authorises  min- 
ing corporations  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  to  pur- 
chase and  hold  stock  in  other  mining  companies,  is  within  the 
power  to  amend  the  general  incorporation  law  reserved  by  article 
15,  S  1,  of  the  state  Constitution,  and  does  not  so  interfere  with 
the  contract  between  a  stocliholder  and  the  corporation  as  to  require 
the  stockholder's  acceptance  of  it  as  an  amendment  of  the  charter, 
and,  if  such  acceptance  were  necessary,  user  of  the  power  would  be 
sufficient^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Mines  and  Minerals,  Dec.  Dig. 
1105.] 

Cobpobations  (§  197) — Pubchasino  Stock  in  Other  CoRPmtATxoNS— 
Rights  as  Stockholders. — ^A  corporation  having  statutory  power 
to  purchase  and  hold  stock  of  another  corporation  has  the  incidental 
power  to  vote  the  same. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Cent  Dig.  I  700; 
Dec.  Dig.  I  197. 

Acquisition  by  corporation  of  stock  of  other  corporation,  see  note 
to  Anglo- American  Land,  Mortgage  &  Agency  Co.  ▼.  Lombard,  68 
C.  C.  A.  120.1 

Monopolies  (S  9) — Combinations  in  Restraint  or  Trade — VtaaauL 
Statute. — The  power  of  Congress  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of 


«For  opinions  of  Circuit  Court  (155  Fed.  Rep.  SCO;  107  Fed.  Rep. 
704)  see  ante,  pp.  293,  608. 
^  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  ComiMmy. 
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contracts  and  combinations  In  restraint  of  trade  Is  derived  from 
Its  constitutional  power  to  regulate  Interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce, and  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  047,  26 
Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200),  Is  to  be  so  construed, 
and  applies  only  to  contracts  or  combinations  which  directly.  Im- 
mediately, and  necessarily  affect  commen-r  among  the  states  or 
with  foreign  natlona 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  S  9.1 
Monopolies  (S  20) — (}oMBiifATioN8  in  Restbaint  or  Tbads — Combi- 
nations BY  Mining  Gobpobations. — That  one  Michigan  mining  cor- 
poration engaged  In  mining  and  refining  copper  wholly  within  that 
state,  by  purchases  of  stock  and  obtaining  proxies  from  other  stock- 
holders, secured  voting  control  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  another 
similar  corporation  operating  adjoining  mines,  and  purposed  to  use 
such  control  to  place  In  Its  directory  a  majority  from  its  own  board  of 
officers,  all  of  which  It  had  the  right  to  do  under  the  laws  of  the 
state,  did  not  directly  or  necessarily  affect  Interstate  or  foreign 
commerce,  and  such  control  Is  not  of  Itself  illegal  as  a  combination 
In  restraint  of  such  trade  or  comerce  In  violation  of  the  Sherman 
AnU-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  20  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St 
1901,  p.  3200),  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  an  unlawful  intent  to 
so  use  it  as  to  bring  about  the  prohibited  restraint  or  monopoly,  and 
not  In  a  lawful  way  in  the  Interest  of  an  economical  management 
of  both  companies. 

[£d^  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  20.] 
Monopolies  (8  20) — Combinations  in  Resibaint  of  Tbade — Combina- 
tions BY  Mining  Corpobations. — Neither  "  Lake  Copper  "  nor  that 
part  classed  as  Best  Lake  is  so  far  a  distinct  commercial  commodity 
as  to  justify  the  exclusion  of  Western  or  electrolytic  copper  as  a 
factor  In  determining  whether  a  combination  of  two  corporations, 
together  producing  less  than  one-half  of  the  Lake  [722]  copper 
and  about  one-ninth  of  the  production  of  the  United  States,  con- 
stitutes a  monopoly. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  20. J 
Monopolies  (§  20) — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Tbadk — Michi- 
gan Statutes. — ^The  purchase  by  one  Michigan  mining  corporation 
of  the  stock  of  another,  expressly  authorized  by  statute,  and  thereby 
and  with  the  aid  of  proxies  from  other  stockholders  secuiing  con- 
trol of  the  latter,  held,  under  the  evidence,  which  showed  that  the 
two  together  produced  only  about  one-ninth  of  the  copper  of  the 
United  States,  not  In  violation  of  the  Michigan  statutes  prohibiting 
monopolies  and  combinations  in  restraint  of  competition  (Pub.  Acts 
Mich.  1899,  p.  409,  No.  255,  and  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1905,  p.  507.  No. 
329),  nor  was  the  purchase  by  such  corporation  of  addltio-^al  lands 
excessive  and  unlawful  under  the  laws  of  the  state. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  20. J 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 40 
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Appeals  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Western  District  of  Michigan. 

For  opinion  below,  see  167  Fed.  704. 

H.  E.  Boynton  and  A.  C.  Deniaon^  for  appellant. 

Otto  Kirchner  and  A.  F.  Rees^  for  appellee& 

Before  Lurton  and  Severens,  Circuit  Judges,  and  Coch- 
ran, District  Judge. 

LuRTON,  Circuit  Judge. 

These  cases  have  been  heard  together  upon  the  same  tran»- 
script.  The  solution  of  the  questions  presented  by  one  will 
substantially  determine  the  other.  The  first  and  principal 
bill  is  that  of  Albert  S.  Bigelow  against  the  Calumet  A,  Heola 
Mining  Company  and  the  Osceola  Consolidated  Mining  Com- 
pany. The  complainant,  Bigelow,  is  a  citizen  of  Boston, 
Mass.  The  defendants  are  copper  mining  companies  created 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Michigan.  The  complainant  is 
a  large  stockholder  in  and  president  of  the  Oceola  Consoli- 
dated Mining  Company.  In  his  character  as  a  stockholder 
of  that  company  he  has  filed  this  bill  to  enjoin  the  Calumet  & 
Hecla  Company  from  voting  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Oceola  Company  owned  by  it,  and  also  to  enjoin  it  from 
voting  certain  proxies  held  in  its  interest,  at  the  annaal 
stockholders'  meeting  for  the  election  of  a  board  of  directors 
which  was  about  to  occur  when  the  bill  was  filed. 

The  bill  in  the  second  case  was  filed  by  Mr.  Bigelow  in  his 
character  as  a  small  holder  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company,  acquired  since  the  starting 
of  the  first  suit,  for  the  purpose  of  questioning  the  legality 
of  the  purchase  by  that  company  of  some  50,000  acres  of  addi- 
tional copper-producing  lands  in  Michigan,  and  also  for  the 
purpose  of  questioning  the  power  of  that  company  under  its 
charter,  as  well  as  under  the  federal  and  state  legislation 
against  monopolies  and  illegal  restraints  of  trade  and  com- 
merce, and  to  enjoin  that  corporation  from  acquiring  other 
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mining  lands  or  shares  of  stock  in  other  mining  companies 
and  from  exercising  the  power  of  voting  upon  any  such 
shares  already  acquired. 

[728]  An  injunction  pendente  lite  was  granted  under  the 
first  bill.  The  grounds  for  this  action  are  found  in  an  opin- 
ion by  Judge  Knappen.  155  Fed.  869.  No  injunction  was 
applied  for  under  the  second  bill.  Upon  a  final  hearing  the 
bills  in  both  cases  were  dismissed.  Pending  this  appeal  the 
injunction,  whidi  operated  to  preserve  the  status  quo  by 
preventing  the  election  of  directors  pending  this  suit,  was 
continued. 

The  essential  facts  are  these:  Both  companies  are  Michigan 
corporations  engaged  in  mining  and  refining  copper.  The 
properties  of  the  two  companies  are  contiguous  and  situated 
in  the  copper  district  of  the  northern  peninsula  of  Michigan. 
The  Calumet  A  Hecla  Company  has  bought  outright  22,671 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Oceola  Company,  and  has 
obtained  proxies,  which  are  held  in  its  interest,  in  part  with 
options  of  purchase,  in  an  amount  sufficient  with  its  holdings 
to  make  a  majority  of  the  100,000  shares  which  constitute  the 
total  capital  stock  of  the  Oceola  Company.  There  is  no 
doubt  but  that  the  purpose  of  the  acquisition  was  to  enable 
the  Calumet  Company  to  elect  a  majority  of  the  directors  of 
the  Oceola  Company  from  the  board  of  the  Calumet  Com- 
pany. This  was  avowed  in  circular  letters  soliciting  proxies 
from  the  shareholders  of  the  former  company.  That  such 
company  was  to  continue  its  operations  as  an  independent 
company  is  equally  dear.  No  other  course  was  possible, 
though  one  should  eliminate  the  other  so  far  as  active  com- 
petition might  result  from  the  control  of  a  majority  of  the 
^ares  and  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  selecting  directors 
incident  to  such  stock  control. 

We  need  not  consider  the  power  at  common  law  of  such 
corporations  to  own  and  vote  shares  in  similar  corporations, 
for  the  reason  that  in  Michigan  the  Legislature  has  not 
deemed  such  restrictions  wise  or  desirable,  for  there  have 
been  a  series  of  enactments  relaxing  the  common-law  rule. 
Comp.  St  Mich.  §  7012,  Pub.  Acts  Mich.  1903,  pp.  382,  383, 
No.  288,  culminating  in  the  act  of  1905,  No.  105,  Pub.  Acts 
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Mich.  1905,  pp.  153,  154,  which  provides  that  corporations 
organized  under  the  Michigan  mining  law  or  under  any 
other  laws  for  refining,  smelting,  or  manufacturing  ores, 
metals,  or  minerals  may  '^subscribe  for,  purchase,  own  or 
dispose  of  stock  in  any  company  organized  under  this  act, 
or  under  any  other  laws,  foreign  or  domestic,  for  the  purpose 
of  mining,  refining,  smelting  or  manufacturing  any  or  all 
kinds  of  ores  or  minerals."  That  the  latter  act  does  not  so 
seriously  interfere  with  the  contract  between  the  company 
and  its  shareholders  as  to  require  the  shareholders'  accept- 
ance as  an  amendment  of  the  charter  powers,  we  think  clear. 
The  amendment,  while  allowing  a  wide  expansion  of  the 
business  operations  of  such  companies,  is  not  so  fundamental 
as  to  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  Legislature  under  the  con- 
stitutional reservation  of  the  power  to  alter  or  amend  the 
general  constating  act  under  which  corporations  may  be  or- 
ganized in  Michigan.  Attorney  General  v.  Looker j  111  Mich. 
498,  69  N.  W.  929 ;  Looker  v.  Maynard,  179  U.  S.  46,  21  Sup. 
Ct  21,  45  L.  Ed.  79;  Louisville  Trust  Company  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  75  Fed.  445,  448,  22  C.  C.  A.  378.  User  of  the  [724] 
power  conferred  by  the  amendment  is  evidence  of  acceptance, 
if  acceptance  be  necessary.  Miller  v.  Insurance  Co.,  92  Tenn. 
167,  21  S.  W.  39,  20  L.  R.  A.  765 ;  CahiU  v.  Kalamazoo  Mu- 
tual Ins.  Co.,  2  Doug.  (Mich.)  124,  43  Am.  Dec.  457.  The 
right  to  vote  stock  so  lawfully  acquired  is,  of  course,  an  in- 
cident to  ownership.  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  §  7002.  Rogers  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  91  Fed.  299,  312,  33  C.  C.  A.  517;  Taylor  v. 
Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  122  Fed.  147, 151.  There 
is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  laws  of  Michigan  which  ferbids 
the  holding  or  voting  of  these  shares  owned,  or  those  for 
which  proxies  are  held  in  the  interest  of  the  Calumet  Com- 
pany, unless  such  ownership  or  voting  shall  result  in  an  ille- 
gal monopoly  or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  either 
under  the  Federal  Anti-Trust  Act  or  the  Michigan  anti-mo- 
nopoly act  of  1899,  p.  409,  No.  255,  and  the  Public  Acts  of 
Michigan  of  1905,  p.  507,  No.  329.  In  view  of  the  very 
broad  powers  expressly  conferred  by  the  state  of  Michigan 
to  such  corporations  to  buy  and  hold  shares  in  similar  com- 
panies, it  is  very  clear  that,  if  the  incidental  voting  powers 
and  the  ownership  of  the  shares  in  question  is  not  an  illegal 
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monopoly  in  restraint  of  trade,  the  question  of  the  effect  upon 
interstate  commerce  aside,  it  was  not  forbidden  by  the  laws 
of  Michigan.  We  shall  therefore  deal  with  the  case  in  its 
aspect  under  the  federal  act  forbidding  restraints  and  mo- 
nopolies. 

Laying  on  one  side,  therefore,  many  interesting  questions 
which  have  been  discussed  by  counsel  as  going  to  the  possi- 
bility of  relief  under  these  bills,  we  come  to  the  application 
of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  8200).  The  relevant  sections  are  the  first  and 
second.    They  are  as  follows : 

"  Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  oi 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  seyeral  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  l>e 
Illegal.  Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage 
in  any  such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shaU  be  deemed  gnUty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine 
not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceed- 
ing, or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

**  Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shaU  mondpolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize, 
or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on 
conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thou- 
sand dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both 
said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.** 

We  shall  assume  at  the  outset  that  the  authoritative  de- 
cisions of  the  Supreme  Court  have  so  construed  this  Anti- 
Trust  Act  as  to  give  it  a  broader  application  than  the  prohi- 
bition of  contracts  and  agreements  in  restraint  of  trade  at 
the  common  law.  It  is  not  essential  that  the  restraint  shall 
be  unreasonable  within  the  well-understood  definition  of  an 
unlawful  restraint  before  the  statute.  Under  this  act  the 
validity  of  an  alleged  combination  or  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,  interstate  or  foreign,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  terms  of 
the  statute  which  forbids  any  such  contract  or  combination 
without  respect  to  its  nature  or  beneficial  results.  We  need 
only  cite  the  latest  utterance  of  that  court  upon  the  subject. 
Loewe  v.  Law[126]lorj  208  U.  S.  274,  297,  28  Sup.  Ct 
201,  62  L.  Ed.  488 ;  Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States, 
193  U-  S.  197,  331,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679.    But  the 
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power  of  Congress  to  legislate  upon  the  subject,  aside  from 
the  territories  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  is  derived  from 
its  power  to  regulate  conunerce  among  the  states  and  with 
foreign  nations.  It  is  therefore  well  settled  that  it  does  not 
apply  to  restramts  or  monopolies  as  such,  but  only  to  those 
which  directly  and  immediately,  or  those  which  necessarily, 
affect  commerce  among  the  states  or  with  foreign  naticms. 
If  the  law  were  held  applicable  to  contracts  or  combinations 
indirectly  or  remotely  affecting  such  commerce,  it  would  sub- 
stantially obliterate  the  distinction  between  interstate  and 
intrastate  commerce,  the  latter  being  as  exclusively  within 
the  regulating  power  of  the  state  as  is  the  former  within  the 
power  of  Congress.  In  Hopkins  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S. 
578,  594, 600, 19  Sup.  Ct.  40, 45, 46, 43  L.  Ed.  200,  Mr.  Justice 
Peddiam  emphasizes  this  obvious  limitation  when,  speaking 
for  the  court,  he  said: 

"There  most  be  some  direct  and  Immediate  effect  upon  interstate 
conunerce  in  order  to  oome  within  Uie  act" 

The  same  discriminating  justice  then  adds: 

"An  agreement  may  in  a  variety  of  ways  affect  interstate  com- 
merce, just  as  state  legislation  may,  and  yet,  Uke  it,  be  entirely  valid, 
because  the  interference  produced  by  the  agreement  or  by  the  legis- 
lation would  not  be  direct.  •  •  •  The  act  must  have  a  reasonable 
construction,  or  else  there  would  scarcely  be  an  agreement  or  C(m- 
tract  among  business  men  that  could  not  be  said  to  have,  indirectly 
or  remotely,  some  bearing  upon  interstate  commerce,  and  possibly 
restrain  if 

This  limitation  of  the  act  to  those  contracts  and  combina- 
tions which  directly  and  immediately  or  necessarily  affect 
commerce  among  the  states  is  recognized  in  a  long  series  of 
opinions.  Among  them  are:  United  States  v.  E,  C,  Knight 
Co.,  166  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct  249,  39  L.  Ed.  325;  Addyston 
Pipe  Co.  V.  United  States,  176  U.  S.  211,  242,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96, 
44  L.  Ed.  136 ;  Montague  c6  Co.  v.  Lowry,  193  U.  S.  88,  24 
Sup.  Ct  307,  48  L.  Ed.  608;  NortJiem  Securities  Co.  v. 
United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  831,  24  Sup.  Ct  436,  48  L.  Ed. 
679;  Loewe  v.  Lofwlar,  208  U.  S.  274,  297,  28  Sup.  Ct.  801, 
62  L.  Ed.  488.  The  KnigfU  case,  in  its  last  analysis,  is  but 
a  striking  illustration  of  the  rule  that  the  monopoly  or 
agreement  to  come  within  the  act  must  directly  and  imme- 
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diatdy  affect  interstate  commerce.  Confining  the  case  to  its 
facts,  it  establishes  the  proposition  that  a  mere  combination 
between  manufacturers  only,  by  which  a  monopoly  of  a 
product  results,  is  not,  without  other  special  circumstances, 
sufficient  to  justify  an  active  intervention  under  the  act  to 
undo  a  contract  by  which  such  monopoly  has  been  brought 
about.  That  the  product  thus  monopolized  by  such  combina- 
tion of  mere  manufacturers  may  ultimately  find  itself  into 
the  stream  of  interstate  commerce  is  there  held  not  to  be  such 
a  special  circumstance  as  to  constitute  the  direct  and  imme- 
diate effect  upon  commerce  among  the  states  as  to  bring 
the  agreement  within  the  act  Subsequent  cases  have  been 
distinguished  from  it,  but  it  has  never  [726]  been  overruled. 
In  Addystan  Pipe  Co.  v.  UniUd  S4ate8^  175  U,  S.  211,  240, 
20  Sup.  OL  96, 107,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  it  was  said : 

**  The  direct  purpose  of  the  combination  In  tbe  KfUgM  case  was  the 
control  of  the  manufacture  of  migar.  There  was  no  combination  or 
agreement.  In  terms,  regarding  the  future  disposition  of  the  manu- 
factured article;  nothing  looking  to  a  transaction  in  the  nature  of 
Interstate  commerce.  The  probable  intention  on  the  part  of  the  manu- 
facturer of  the  sugar  to  thereafter  dispose  of  it  by  sending  it  to  some 
market  in  another  state  was  held  to  be  immaterial  and  not  to  alter 
the  character  of  the  combination.  The  various  cases  which  have 
been  decided  in  this  court  relating  to  the  subject  of  Interstate  com- 
merce, and  to  the  difference  between  that  and  the  manufacture  of 
commodities,  and  also  the  police  power  of  the  states  as  affected  by  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Ck>n8titntion,  were  adverted  to,  and  the  case 
was  decided  upon  the  principle  that  a  combination  simply  to  control 
manufacture  was  not  a  violation  of  the  act  of  Congxesa,  because  such 
a  contract  or  combination  did  not  directly  control  or  affect  interstate 
commerce,  but  that  contracts  for  the  sale  and  transportations  to 
other  states  of  specific  articles  were  proper  subjects  for  regulation 
because  they  did  form  part  of  such  commerce.'* 

Referring  to  the  facts  in  the  Addyston  case  as  taking  it 
out  of  the  Knight  case^  the  court  said : 

"  We  think  the  case  now  before  us  Involves  contracts  of  the  nature 
last  above  mentioned,  not  incidentally  or  coUaterally,  but  as  a  direct 
and  immediate  result  of  the  combination  engaged  in  by  the  defendants. 

"  While  no  particular  contract  regarding  the  furnishing  of  pipe  and 
the  price  for  which  it  should  be  famished  was  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties  to  the  combination  at  the  time  of  its  formation,  yet  it  was 
their  intention,  as  It  was  the  purpose  of  the  combination,  to  directly 
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and  by  means  of  such  combination  increase  the  price  for  whidi  all 
contracts  for  the  delivery  of  pipe  within  the  territory  above  described 
should  be  made,  and  the  latter  result  was  to  be  achieved  by  abolish* 
Ing  all  competition  between  the  parties  to  the  combination.  The  direct 
and  Immediate  result  of  the  combination  was  therefore  necessarily  a 
restraint  upon  interstate  commerce  in  respect  of  articles  mannfac^ 
tured  by  any  of  the  parties  to  it  to  be  transported  beyond  the  state 
in  which  they  were  made.  The  defendants,  by  reason  of  this  combina- 
tion and  agreement,  could  only  send  their  goods  out  of  the  state  in 
which  they  were  manufactured,  for  sale  and  delivery  in  another  state. 
uix)n  the  terms  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such  combination. 
As  pertinently  asked  by  the  court  below,  was  not  this  a  direct  re- 
straint upon  interstate  commerce  in  those  goods?  " 

In  Loewe  v.  Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  297,  28  Sup.  Ct.  305,  62  L. 
Ed.  488,  it  was  said  of  the  combination  involved  in  the 
Knigkt  case  that  ^'  the  purpose  of  the  agreement  was  not  to 
obstruct  or  restrain  commerce.  The  object  and  intention  de- 
termined its  legality."  Swift  <6  Go.  v.  United  States^  19C 
U.  S.  375, 25  Sup.  Ct  276, 49  L.  Ed.  518,  was  a  case  of  a  com- 
bination between  fresh  meat  dealers,  dominating  a  large  pro- 
portion of  the  trade  in  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose  of 
regulating  prices,  shipments,  and  freight  rates  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  competition.  The  combination  was,  of  course,  invalid 
within  the  law.  The  court,  in  its  opinion  by  Justice  Holmes, 
in  dealing  with  the  effect  of  the  combination  as  a  restraint 
upon  commerce  among  the  states,  said  that  restraint  of  that 
commerce  was — 

"  a  direct  (Object ;  it  is  that  for  which  the  said  several  spedflc  acts  and 
courses  of  conduct  are  done  and  adopted.  Therefore  the  case  is  not 
like  United  States  v.  Knight  Co.,  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  com- 
bination was  manufactories  within  a  state.  However  likely  monopoly 
of  commerce  among  the  states  in  the  article  manufactured  was  to 
foUow  from  the  agreement,  it  was  not  a  [797]  necessary  consequence 
nor  a  primary  end.  Here  the  subject-matter  is  sales,  and  the  very 
point  of  the  combination  is  to  restrain  and  monopolise  commerce 
among  the  states  in  respect  to  such  salea" 

The  specific  thing  complained  of  in  the  case  for  decision  is 
that  one  Michigan  mining  corporation  has  obtained  by  pur- 
chase #r  proxy  a  majority  of  the  capital  shares  of  another 
Michigan  mining  corporation,  and  purposes  to  exeroiae  its 
voting  power  to  place  in  the  directory  of  the  latter  a  majority 
of  its  own  selection  from  its  own  board  of  officers.  The  spe- 
cific relief  sought  is  an  injunction  against  the  exercise  of  the 
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votiiig  power,  and  a  decree  oompeUing  a  disposition  of  the 
shares  so  held  under  purchase  or  proxy.  What  has  the  Calu- 
met &  Hecla  Mining  Company  done  or  what  does  it  threaten 
to  do  which  is  a  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  Congress! 
It  has  the  legal  right  to  purdiase  and  yote  shares  of  stock 
in  the  Oceola  Company  under  the  laws  of  Michigan.  This 
we  have  already  considered.  Of  course,  if  such  stock  owner- 
ship and  such  stock  control  is  enough  to  constitute  a  direct 
and  immediate  or  necessary  restraint  upon  trade  and  com- 
merce between  the  states,  the  sanction  of  the  state  act  goes 
for  nothing.  This  much  is  settled  by  the  Northern  Securities 
casey  for  a  state  can  not  give  to  a  corporation  the  lawful  right 
to  do  anything  which  is  a  direct  restraint  of  commerce  be- 
tween the  states.  How,  then,  does  the  exercise  of  the  power 
of  stock  control  by  one  mining  or  manufacturing  corporation 
over  another  in  the  same  state  directly  and  immediately  or 
necessarily  operate  as  a  restraint  of  commerce  among  the 
states?  Confessedly  the  products  of  these  two  companies 
are  in  competition  in  the  markets,  and  confessedly  the  greater 
part  of  the  product  of  each  will,  sooner  or  later,  enter  into  the 
stream  of  interstate  commerce,  for  the  chief  demand  for  the 
product  is  outside  the  state  of  production.  But  that  is  not 
enough.  There  was  aU  this  and  more  in  the  Knight  case. 
If,  indeed,  such  stock  control  results  in  a  monopoly,  it  is  only 
a  monopoly  in  manufacture  in  the  same  state,  and  we  have 
again  the  conceded  situation  in  the  Knight  case.  Unless 
that  monopoly  of  manufacture  in  a  single  state  of  a  product 
which  goes  into  interstate  commerce  directly  and  immedi* 
ately  or  necessarily  interferes  wiUi  or  restrains  that  com- 
merce, the  monopoly  does  not  come  under  the  act  of  Congress. 
But  we  are  unable  to  conclude  upon  this  record  that  mere 
stock  control  of  such  a  company  by  another  in  the  same  state 
either  directly  or  necessarily  destroys  competition  there,  or, 
if  it  did,  that  it  results  in  any  such  monopoly  as  to  directly 
or  neoeosarily  and  immediately  affect  comjnerce  among  the 
states. 

The  Calumet  &  Heda  Mining  Company  does  not  own  a 
majority,  nor  anything  like  a  majority,  of  the  stock  of  the 
Oceola  Consolidated  Mining  Company.    If  it  has  the  power 
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to  cast  a  majority  of  votes  at  a  stockholders'  meeting,  it  is 
because  there  are  enough  of  the  stockholders  of  the  latter 
company  willing  to  cooperate  with  it  in  the  selection  of  a 
board.  But  it  does  not  f oUow,  if  we  assmne  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case  that  the  evil  is  the  same  whether  its  power  of 
election  is  due  to  a  combination  of  shares  own-  [728]  ed  with 
proxies  or  by  the  ownership  of  a  majority  of  all  the  stock, 
that  the  ownership  constitutes  a  legal  control,  or  that  com- 
petition is  thereby  ended.  A  board  elected  by  the  owner 
of  such  a  majority  would  not  in  any  legal  sense  be  the  control 
of  such  majority  owner,  nor  from  such  ownership  could  the 
legal  inference  be  drawn  that  the  Calumet  &  Heda  Company 
dominated  the  management  of  the  Oceola  Company.  The 
two  companies  would  still  remain  separate  corporations,  each 
managed  presumably  in  its  own  interest  Puthnan  Co.  y. 
Missouri  Pacific  Co.,  115  U.  S.  587,  596,  6  Sup.  Ct  194,  29 
L.  Ed.  499 ;  Porter  v.  Pittsburg  Bessemer  Steel  Co.^  120  U.  S. 
649,  670, 7  Sup.  Ct.  1206,  30  L.  Ed.  880 ;  Richmond  Construc- 
tion Co.  V.  Richmond,  68  Fed.  105, 15  C.  C.  A.  289,  84  L.  Ed. 
625.  But  if  the  presumption  be,  in  respect  to  a  question  of 
restraint  or  monopoly  under  the  act  of  Congress,  that  the 
power  to  determine  the  management  of  a  competing  corpo- 
ration through  ownership  of  a  majority  of  shares  constitutes 
a  suppression  of  competition,  we  come  to  the  inquiry  as  to 
whether  such  presumption  is  one  of  fact  or  law.  If  one  of 
fact,  as  it  evidently  is,  it  is  rebuttable.  We  quite  agree  that 
purpose  or  motive  is  of  no  moment,  provided  the  contract  or 
agreement  directly  provided  for  the  suppression  of  competi- 
tion, or  when  such  a  result,  as  a  matter,  of  law,  must  neces- 
sarily occur.  United  States  v.  Freight  Ass\  166  U.  S.  291, 
17  Sup.  Ct  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007 ;  Chesapeake  <b  Ohio  Pud 
Co.  V.  United  States,  115  Fed.  610,  628,  53  C.  C.  256.  But 
when  the  agreement  or  combination  in  question  does  not  in 
its  terms  provide  for  the  suppression  of  competition  or  the 
creation  of  a  monopoly,  nor  bring  about  such  a  result  as  a 
necessary  legal  consequence,  but  requires  further  acts  or  con- 
duct to  bring  about  such  an  unlawful  result,  some  evidence 
of  an  unlawful  intent  becomes  essential,  that  the  court  may 
see  that,  if  not  stopped,  a  prohibited  restraint  is  likely  to 
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be  created    In  Sunft  Co.  v.  VnUed  StaUs,  196  U.  S.  875, 

25  Sup.  Ct  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice 

Hobnes  that: 

^  The  statute  gives  this  proceeding  against  combinations  in  restraint 
of  commerce  among  the  states,  and  against  attempts  to  monopolize 
the  same.  Intent  is  almost  essential  to  such  a  combination,  and  is 
essential  to  such  an  attempt.  Where  acts  are  not  sufficient  in  them- 
selTes  to  produce  a  result  which  the  law  seeks  to  prevent — ^for  in- 
stance, the  monopoly — ^but  require  further  acts  in  addition  to  the 
mere  forces  of  nature  to  bring  that  result  to  pass,  an  intent  to  bring 
it  to  pass  is  necessary  in  order  to  produce  a  dangerous  probability 
that  it  will  happen.  Commonwealth  v.  Peaslee,  177  Mass.  267,  272, 
68  N.  E.  55.  But  when  the  intent  and  the  consequent  dangerous 
probability  exist,  this  statute,  like  many  others  and  like  the  common 
law  in  some  cases,  directs  itself  against  the  dangerous  probability  as 
well  as  against  the  complete  result" 

The  power  of  stock  control  which  the  Calumet  Company 
has  acquired  may  be  exercised  only  in  a  legitimate  and  law-, 
ful  way  in  the  interest  of  an  economical  management  of 
both  companies.  In  that  case,  it  has  done  nothing  directly 
affecting  commerce  among  the  states. 

On  the  other  hand,  that  power  may  be  a  mere  preparation 
for  the  doing  of  acts  which  will  directly  and  necessarily 
interfere  with  the  [729]  freedom  of  that  kind  of  oommeroe 
which  it  is  the  purpose  of  Congress  to  protect.  When  this 
unlawful  use  of  the  power  shall  result  in  an  unlawful  re- 
straint, or  further  steps  shall  point  to  results  directly  af- 
fecting such  oonmierce,  there  may  be  interference  by  the 
courts. 

The  Calumet  &  Heda  Mining  Company  vigorously  deny 
any  purpose  to  either  bring  about  a  monopoly,  restrain  com- 
petition, or  diminish  production,  and  assert  that  their  only 
object  was  to  extend  their  industrial  life  by  the  acquire- 
ment of  an  interest  in  the  ore-producing  lands  of  the  Oceola 
Company  and  the  more  economical  management  of  their  own 
-  property  by  a  friendly  and  mutually  advantageous  use  of 
the  facilities  of  the  two  companies.  The  two  properties  are 
in  large  part  contiguous.  In  a  very  convincing  opinion,  the 
judge  who  heard  the  case  below  states  the  leading  facts  which 
made  it  desirable  and  economical  that  there  should  be,  to  a 
certain  extent,  a  cooperation  in  future  mining  operations  by 
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the  two  companies^  in  order  that  certain  poorer  lodes  under- 
lying the  conglomerate  lode  of  the  Calumet  C<Mnpany,  which 
has  been  worked  to  a  point  where  exhaustion  is  in  sight,  may 
be  worked  to  the  best  advantage  of  both  companies.  We 
shall  not  go  into  the  details.  We  refer  and  adopt  the  con- 
clusion stated  by  Judge  Ejiappen,  who  thus  sums  up  the  evi- 
dence relating  to  the  motive  or  purpose  actuating  the  Calu- 
met &  Hecla  Mining  Company : 

"I  am  convinced,  from  a  careful  consideration  of  the  testimony, 
that  the  controlling  motive  and  purpose  of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany in  acquiring  its  Interest  in  the  mining  properties  mentioned  was 
to  extend  its  industrial  life,  and  keep  up  and  increase,  if  possible,  its 
production  and  net  earnings,  and  that  the  evidence  fairly  negatives 
a  design  thereby  to  reduce  the  output  of  any  of  the  companies  or  ar- 
tificially to  increase  or  maintain  the  price  of  the  product,  or  to  stifle 
competition  between  the  related  companies,  or  to  prejudice  other 
stockholders  generally  of  either  company  associated,  or  to  interf^e 
with  the  integrity  of  either  company,  a  common  manag^nent  with 
separate  detailed  organization  being  contemplated.  The  evidence 
does  not  indicate  that  any  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  associated  com- 
panies is  contemplated,  except  upon  terms  and  In  manner  mutoally 
advantageona*' 

But  it  is  said  that  the  stock  control  of  the  Oceola  Company 
will  result  in  a  monopoly.  If  this  be  so,  and  it  be  only  a 
monopoly  in  mining  and  refining  copper  brought  about  by 
the  combination  of  two  companies  of  the  same  state  conduct- 
ing their  operations  side  by  side,  it  is  not  enough,  under  the 
Knight  caae^  to  bring  the  agreement  within  the  act,  even 
though  the  fact  be  that  the  product  will  in  large  part  pass 
ultimately  into  interstate  commerce.  In  the  Knight  case  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  if  permitted  to  combine 
with  the  four  independent  refining  companies  at  Philadel- 
phia, would  control  98  per  cent  of  all  the  sugar  refining  in 
the  United  States.  Such  a  combination  undoubtedly  brought 
about  a  monopoly  under  the  common  law.  But  as  it  was 
only  a  monopoly  in  manufacture,  it  was  held  not  to  be  a 
restraint  of  trade  among  the  states,  although  the  great  bulk 
of  the  product  was  ultimately  destined  for  commerce  among 
the  states,  the  effect  upon  such  commerce  being  indirect. 
There  is,  in  fact,  no  parallel  between  the  facts  of  that  case 
and  this  in  respect  to  the  probable  results  of  the  two  com- 
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binations.  In  this  case  it  is  shown  that  the  world's  produc- 
tion of  copper  in  [780]  1896  was  approximately  1,600,000,000 
pounds,  of  which  amount  about  900,000,000  pounds  was  pro- 
duced in  the  United  State&  The  production  of  the  copper 
called  ^^  Lake  Copper  " — ^that  is,  copper  produced  in  the  Lake 
Superior  region — ^was  about  224,000,000  pounds,  or  one- 
fourth  of  the  entire  product  of  the  United  States  apd  one- 
eighth  of  the  world^s  product  The  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany produced,  of  this  amount,  about  96,000,000  pounds,  and 
the  Ooeola  Company  about  18,500,000  pounds.  So  far  from 
the  ^'  control "  of  the  smaller  company  by  the  larger  result- 
ing in  a  monopoly,  it  is  evident  that  the  combined  output 
would  be  less  than  one-half  of  the  product  of  the  Lake  cop- 
per alone,  or  about  one-ninth  of  the  product  of  the  United 
States  and  about  one-fifteenth  of  the  product  of  the  world. 

But  the  complainant  has  very  seriously  insisted  that,  in 
the  determination  of  the  question  as  to  whether  the  stock 
control  of  the  Ooeola  Company  will  result  in  a  monopoly 
and  an  unlawful  suppression  of  competition,  every  class  or 
grade  of  copper  should  be  eliminated  except  that  particular 
class  or  grade  made  by  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  and 
the  Oceola  Company  and  a  few  smaller  producers,  upon  the 
contention  that  the  product  of  these  companies  is  a  distinct 
commercial  commodity,  known  in  the  market  as  ^'  Best "  or 
**  Prime  Lake  Copper,"  as  distinguished  from  Western  or 
electrolytic  copper.  The  great  bulk  of  the  copper  of  the 
world  is  treated  electrically.  The  purpose  is  to  free  it  from 
impurities,  for  the  purer  it  is  the  greater  its  conductivity. 
Arsenic  is  an  ordinary  impurity,  and  the  presence  of  this  in 
small  quantities  adds,  or  is  supposed  to  add,  to  the  tensile 
strength  of  the  copper,  for  which  reason  copper  having  this 
slight  admixture  of  arsenic  is  preferred  by  some  makers  of 
copper  wire.  Hence  some  manufacturers  of  wire  specify  in 
their  purchases  of  copper  "  Best "  or  "  Prime  Lake  Copper,-' 
meaning  copper  not  so  electrically  treated  as  to  entirely  elimi- 
nate this  arsenical  impurity.  But  it  is  demonstrated  that 
electrolytic  copper  is  capable  of  being  used  for  every  pur- 
pose for  which  ^^  Best  Lake  Copper "  can  be  used,  and  that 
they  actively  compete  with  each  other  in  the  markets  of  the 
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world,  though,  as  a  rule,  the  quotations  for  '^Best  Lake'' 
are  slightly  higher  than  Western  or  electrolytic  copper. 
There  is  no  material  intrinsic  difference  between  the  two 
kind&  The  court  below,  upon  a  full  review  of  the  evidence, 
expert  and  non-expert;  reached  the  conclusion  that  neither 
"  Lake  Copper  "  nor  "  Best  Lake  Copper  "  is  so  far  a  distinct 
commodity  as  to  justify  an  elimination  of  the  electrolytic 
copper  as  a  factor  in  a  case  like  this.  In  this  we  entirely 
concur. 

When  all  is  said  which  the  facts  justify,  the  acquisi- 
tion of  the  voting  power  of  a  majority  of  the  capital 
shares  of  the  Oceola  Consolidated  Mining  Company  and 
its  proposed  exercise  by  the  selection  of  a  board,  a  ma- 
jority of  which  to  be  composed  of  the  members  of  the  board 
of  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company,  is  the  main  fact  upon 
which  the  complainant  must  invoke  the  prohibition  of  the 
act  of  Congress.  That  fact  is  not  enough.  That  the  two 
companies  are  in  a  sense  competitors,  and  that  the  product 
of  their  mines  will  ultimately  go  into  interstate  commerce, 
is  far  from  making  out  a  [781]  case  of  direct  or  necessary 
and  immediate  interference  with  that  kind  of  commerce. 
They  do  not  show  that  even  a  monopoly  of  the  product  will 
ever  probably  ensue,  to  say  nothing  of  the  utter  absence  of 
any  material  evidence  indicating  that  such  a  monopoly  in 
the  product  of  two  contiguous  mining  companies  would 
directly  or  necessarily  affect  commerce  among  the  states. 
No  express  agreement  is  shown  by  which  anjrthing  is  to  be 
done  or  left  undone  from  which  an  unlawful  restraint  most, 
or  will,  probably  happen.  The  case  differs  from  all  of  the 
cases  appealed  to  by  the  learned  counsel  for  appellants  in 
this  important  particular.  In  the  Addyston  Pipe  case^  the 
agreement  specifically  provided  a  scheme  for  the  suppression 
of  competition  between  the  parties  in  tiie  matter  of  sales  of 
iron  pipe  in  a  large  numbsr  of  states  through  a  division  of 
territory  and  sham  bids,  the  parties  agreeing  to  divide  among 
each  other  a  share  in  the  profits  made  by  the  mill  to  which, 
by  their  concerted  effort,  the  particular  sale  was  directed. 
In  Montague  v.  Lowry^  198  U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Ct.  807,  48 
L.  Ed.  608,  was  involved  an  express  agreement  between  man- 
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ufacturen  of  tiles  and  dealers  within  a  gi^en  toritory  by 
which  the  plaintiffs  were  unable,  not  being  members  of  the 
combination,  to  procure  titles  without  paying  a  great  ad- 
vance over  those  who  were  members  of  the  combination. 
In  the  case  of  Svnfi  <&  Company  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S. 
875,  25  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  the  agreement  involved 
a  combination  between  packers  and  dealers  in  fresh  meat 
throughout  the  United  States  for  the  express  purpose  of 
regulating  prices,  freights,  and  shipments  and  sales  of  live 
stock.  Loewe  v.  Lawlar,  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  80f,  52 
L.  Ed.  488,  involved  a  widespread  combination  among  the 
union  labor  organizations  to  prevent  the  sale  of  hats  any- 
where within  the  United  States  made  by  a  hat  maker  at 
Derby,  Conn.,  until  he  should  unionize  his  shops.  In  Chesa- 
peake (&  Ohio  Fuel  Co.  v.  United  States,  115  Fed.  610,  53 
C.  C.  A.  256,  there  was  an  express  agreement  among  14 
coal -mining  companies  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  for 
the  purpose  of  fixing  prices  and  regulating  production  and 
shipments.  The  cases  of  Continental  Wall  Paper  Co,  v. 
Voightj  148  Fed.  939,  78  C.  C.  A.  567,  and  John  D.  Park  ds 
Sons  Co.  V.  Hartman,  153  Fed.  24,  82  C.  C.  A.  158,  12 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  135,  both  being  decided  by  this  court,  were 
cases  which  involved  systems  of  contract  between  producers, 
wholesale  and  retail,  carrying  on  business  in  every  state  of 
the  Union,  for  the  express  purpose  of  maintaining  prices  and 
stifling  competition,  and  were  obviously  cases  which  directly 
affected  freedom  of  commerce  among  the  states. 

In  the  absence  of  any  such  express  terms  of  the  agreement 
providing  for  acts  directly  affecting  interstate  commerce, 
complainants  must  by  facts  and  circumstances  show  that  the 
direct  and  necessary  result  of  what  has  been  done  and 
threatened  is  to  restrain  interstate  commerce.  The  burden 
of  showing  acts  and  circumstances  which  establish  the  fact 
that  an  unlawful  result  is  contemplated  and  will  ensue, 
unless  checked,  is  upon  those  asserting  the  illegality  of  the 
contract  assailed. 

[782]  In  Cincinnati,  P.  B.  S.  cfe  P.  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay,  200 
U.  S.  179,  184,  26  Sup.  Ct.  208,  209,  50  L.  Ed.  428,  it  is 
cogently  said,  in  respect  to  the  question  as  to  whether  a  par- 
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ticnlar  combination  or  agreement  will  operate  to  produce 
an  unlawful  result  under  the  anti-truet  law,  that  '^a  con- 
tract is  not  to  be  assumed  to  contemplate  unlawful  results 
unless  a  fair  construction  requires  it  upon  the  establi^ed 
facts." 

No  unlawful  object  has  been  shown,  and  no  such  facts 
established,  as  to  convince  us  that  the  necessary  consequence 
of  the  combination  complained  of  will  result  in  any  direct, 
immediate,  or  necessary  restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 

Finally,  the  facts  of  the  case  do  not  bring  the  conduct  of 
the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Mining  Company  under  the  condemna- 
tion of  the  Michigan  statute  against  monopolies.  The  pur- 
chase of  shares  and  the  acquirement  of  the  additional  50,000 
acres  of  copper-producing  lands  has  the  sanction  of  the 
express  law  of  Michigan,  and,  while  the  power  to  acquire 
shares  or  additional  lands  may  be  subject  to  the  condition 
that  such  acquisition  shall  not  result  in  monopoly  or  the 
unlawful  suppression  of  competition,  there  are  no  such  re- 
sults to  be  feared  from  the  acts  and  conduct  attributable  to 
the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Mining  Company  as  to  bring  it  within 
the  Michigan  act. 

The  decree  dismissing  the  bill  and  discharging  the  injunc- 
tion must  be  affirmed. 

Cochran,  District  Judge. 

I  concur  with  Judge  Lurton's  statement  of  fact  and  in  the 
conclusion  he  has  reached,  but  think  best  to  state  the  par- 
ticular ground  upon  which  I  have  come  to  that  conclusion. 
The  principal  ground  upon  which  it  is  claimed  that  the 
decrees  of  the  lower  court  should  be  reversed  is  that  the 
transaction  complained  of  was  in  violation  of  the  national 
anti-trust  act.  It  is  urged  also  that  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
Michigan  anti-trust  act.  The  stress  of  the  argument  is  upon 
the  application  of  the  national  act,  and  I  will  proceed  at 
once  to  address  myself  to  the  question  as  to  whether  it  affects 
the  legality  of  the  transaction  complained  of. 

Here,  we  must  first  inquire  whether  this  question  is  an 
open  one.  Is  or  not  a  consideration  thereof  foreclosed  by 
any  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  ?    I  think  that  it  is,  and 


BIQELOW  V.  CALUMET  A  HEGIA  MINING  CO.  635 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

that  by  the  first  decision  made  by  that  court  under  that  act. 
I  refer  to  the  case  of  United  States  v.  E.  G.  Knight  Comr 
pony,  156  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct  249,  89  L.  Ed.  325.    It  is 
practically  conceded  that  this  is  so,  if  the  authority  of  that 
case  has  not  been  overthrown  or  weakened  by  subsequent 
decisions.    It  is  earnestly  contended  that  it  has  been  sub- 
stantially overruled  by  later  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
The  decisions  relied  on  are  those  in  the  cases  of  Addyston 
Pipe  <fc  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S.  211,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
96,  44  L.  Ed.  136;  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United 
States,  198  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct.  486,  48  L.  Ed.  679;  Svnft 
dk  Co.  V.  United  States^  196  U.  S.  875,  26  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49 
L.  Ed.  518 ;  Loewe  v.  Lofmlor^  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301, 
52  L.  Ed.  488.    It  is  claimed  that  the  decision  in  the  Addy- 
ston  Pipe  <&  Steel  Qompany  case  left  not  much,  if  any, 
force  in  it,  and  that  in  the  Swift  case  left  nothing  of  it. 
Bat  the  deci[73S]sion  in  the  Northern  Securities  Company 
case  is  claimed  to  be  more  in  point  than  either  of  the  others, 
as  its  facts  fit  more  closely  the  facts  of  the  Knight  case,  and 
it  is  said  that  these  suits  were  brought  on  the  basis  of  the 
decision  in  that  case.    It  is  further  claimed  that  the  majority 
of  the  court  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  American  Tobacco 
Company  (C.  C.)  164  Fed.  700,  took  the  position  that  the 
Knight  case  is  no  longer  any  proper  foundation  for  the 
point  decided  in  it.    In  answer  to  the  possible  suggestion 
that  in  no  subsequent  case  has  the  Supreme  Court  expressed 
any  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision  in  that  case, 
and  that  whenever  it  has  referred  thereto  it  has  done  so  with 
seeming  approval,  it  is  said  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  in 
mind  that  the  facts  of  the  case  were  different  from  what 
they  really  were,  and  that  what  it  so  approved  was  this  sup- 
posititious case  and  not  the  real  case.    This  is  shown,  it  is 
claimed,  by  the  consideration  that  the  points  actually  de- 
cided in  these  later  cases  are  in  direct  conflict  with  that 
really  decided  in  the  Knight  case. 

I  think  that  the  majority  of  the  court  in  the  Am^eriean 
Tobacco  Company  case  hardly  went  as  far  as  claimed,  but 
at  least  two  of  the  three  judges  constituting  that  majority 
did  question  the  correctness  of  the  decision  in  that  case,  and 
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did  intimate  that  it  was  overthrown  by  the  later  decisions. 
Judge  Lacombe  said  that  it  seemed  to  him  that  subsequent 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  had  modified  the  opinion  in 
that  case,  and  Judge  Coxe  that  it  was  interesting  to  note  that 
the  Chief  Justice,  who  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court  therein, 
also  wrote  the  unanimous  opinion  in  Loewe  v.  Lawlar,  that 
an  examination  of  numerous  decisions  since  that  case  leads 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  had  been  constantly  a  tendency 
toward  a  broader  and  more  liberal  construction  of  the  stat^- 
ute  or  wider  scope  therefor,  and  that  the  only  distinction 
between  that  case  and  the  Loewe-Lawlor  case  is  that  in  one 
the  acts  complained  of  related  to  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  sugar  and  in  the  other  to  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
hats.  Both  these  judges  seem  to  indicate  a  preference  for 
the  view  taken  by  Justice  Harlan  in  his  dissenting  opinion. 
I  do  not  find  that  Judge  Noyes,  the  other  judge  of  the  ma- 
jority, questioned  the  authority  of  that  decision  to  any 
extent.  Judge  Ward,  who  dissented,  took  the  position  that 
that  decision  had  not  been  affected  by  any  subsequent  one 
and  is  still  in  full  force.  Counsel  for  appellant  attacked  that 
case  in  the  lower  court,  the  same  as  here,  and  possibly  with 
some  measure  of  success,  as  it  seems  to  have  been  somewhat 
shy  of  basing  the  conclusion  reached  on  the  authority  thereof. 

The  vital  relation  of  the  Knight  case  to  this  case,  and  the 
attack  made  upon  it  in  the  American  Tobacco  Company  case 
and  here,  calls  for  a  somewhat  extended  consideration 
thereof.  The  propriety  of  so  doing  is  helped  out  by  the  fact 
that  this  seems  to  be  the  first  case  that  has  arisen  since  then 
involving  the  exact  question  involved  therein.  I  do  not  un- 
derstand that  the  American  Tobacco  Com^pany  case  hinges 
upon  that  case,  as  this  one  does.  Besides,  a  true  concep- 
tion of  what  was  decided  therein  and  the  reasoning  upon 
which  it  was  based  is  essential  to  a  correct  determination  of 
the  effect  thereon  of  the  later  cases  which  are  claimed  to 
have  overthrown  it. 

[784]  I  may  say  at  the  outset  that  I  think  that  that  case 
not  only  fits  this  case,  and  has  not  been  affected  by  the  de- 
cision in  any  subsequent  case,  but  that  it  was  correctly 
decided ;  and,  further,  that  it  is  not  likelv  that  it  was  incor- 
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recUy  decided.  The  oondnsioii  there  reached  represented 
not  only  the  views  of  all  the  members  of  the  Supreme  Court 
except  Justice  Harlan,  who  dissented,  and  Justice  Jackson, 
who  did  not  sit  therein  because  of  illness,  but  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  where  the 
case  originated,  and  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Third  Circuit,  where  it  was  first  carried  on  appeal.  And 
though  Mr.  Justice  Jackson  did  not  sit  in  the  case,  the  con- 
clusion reached  accorded  with  his  views  as  expressed  in  the 
case  of  In  re  Oreens  (C.  C.)  62  Fed.  104,  a  case  of  like  char- 
acter, and  those  courts,  in  deciding  as  they  did,  simply  fol- 
lowed in  the  path  which  he  had  theretofore  clearly  marked 
out. 

In  considering  this  case,  I  would  direct  the  attention 
singly  to  three  separate  and  distinct  nuitters.  They  are, 
first,  tlie  condition  of  things  before  the  doing  of  the  thing 
complained  of  therein ;  second,  the  thing  done  that  was  com- 
plained of ;  and,  third,  the  thing  sought  to  have  done.  The 
condition  of  things  referred  to  was  this:  The  American 
Sugar  Befining  Company,  a  New  Jersey  corporation,  in  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  and  several  other  places,  was  engaged  in 
the  business  of  refining  sugar  thereat  and  selling  the  sugar 
so  refined.  The  business  which  it  so  did  was  65  per  cent  of 
the  business  of  that  kind  done  in  the  United  States.  The 
E.  C.  Knight  Company,  the  Franklin  Sugar  Company,  the 
Spreckels  Sugar  Befining  Company,  and  the  Delaware  Sugar 
House,  each  of  which  was  a  Pennsylvania  corporation  and 
had  no  connection  with  the  others,  owned  like  plants  located 
at  Philadelphia,  and  were  engaged  in  the  business  of  refining 
sugar  at  their  respective  refineries  and  selling  the  sugar  so  re- 
fined. The  business  done  by  all  four  was  33  per  cent  of  the 
whole.  The  business  done  by  the  five,  therefore,  constituted 
98  per  cent  thereof.  The  other  2  per  cent  was  done  by  a 
Massachusetts  corporation,  the  Revere,  whose  plant  was 
located  at  Boston.  Each  one  of  the  five  corporations  was  en- 
gaged in  external  commerce.  They  sold  sugar  for  delivery 
in  other  states  than  where  made  and  sold,  and  no  doubt  a 
great,  if  not  the  principal,  part  of  the  business  done  by  them 
was  so  sold.    The  facts  of  the  case  will  not  allow  this  fea- 
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lure  thereof  to  be  minimized;  and,  as  I  view  it,  there  is  no 
occasion  to  minimize  it 

Then,  what  was  the  thing  done  that  was  complained  of  I 
The  American  Company  purdiased  the  entire  capital  stock 
of  the  other  four  companies,  and  gave  in  exchange  therefor 
shares  of  its  own  stock.  It  thus  acquired  control  of  98  per 
cent  of  the  business  of  making  and  selling  refined  sugar  in 
the  United  States.  This  control  as  to  65  per  cent  was  by 
virtue  of  its  ownership  of  its  own  plant,  and  as  to  33  per 
cent  by  virtue  of  its  ownership  of  the  entire  capital  stock  of 
the  other  four  companies,  enabling  it  to  choose  the  boards  of 
directors  thereof,  who  would  have  control  of  the  operation 
of  their  plants  respectively.  And  the  acquisition  of  such 
stock  was  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  control.  This 
feature  of  the  case,  also,  is  not  to  be  blinked. 

[785]  And  finally,  as  to  the  thing  sought  to  have  done.  It 
was  simply  an  undoing  of  what  had  been  done,  and  an 
injunction  against  attempting  to  do  it  again.  It  was  held 
that  the  nation  was  not  entitled  to  have  this  thing  done. 
We  are  thus  brought  face  to  face  with  the  reasoning  upon 
which  this  conclusion  was  based.  It  was  not  that  what 
had  been  done  was  not  within  the  national  act  The  court 
went  deeper  than  this.  It  was  that  the  nation,  through  (Con- 
gress, by  the  national  act,  had  no  right  to  attempt  to  prevent 
what  had  been  done  from  being  done,  and  hence  had  no  right 
to  complain  of  its  being  done.  Of  course,  this  being  so,  the 
presumption  was  that  the  nation,  through  Congress,  had  not 
by  the  national  act  attempted  to  prevent  what  had  been  done 
from  being  done,  and  hence  that  it  was  not  within  the  act 
But  Ihe  court  concerned  itself  with  the  deeper  question — 
with  what  was  fundamental,  and  not  with  what  was  acci- 
dental* And,  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  surest  it,  I  think 
that  the  confusion  that  has  arisen  as  to  the  correctness  and 
effect  of  the  decision  in  the  Knight  case  and  the  effect  thereon 
of  the  later  decisions  is  due  to  the  fact  that  it  has  been  over- 
looked that  concern  was  there  had,  not  with  what  the  act 
meant,  but  with  what  the  nation,  through  Congress,  had 
power  to  enact 

How,  then,  was  it  made  oat  that  the  nation  had  no  ri^t, 
through  Congress,  by  that  act,  to  prevent  what  had  been 
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done  from  being  done,  and  henoe  had  no  right  to  complain 
of  its  being  done.  It  was  in  this  way.  What  had  been  done 
was  not  external  commerce,  nor  did  it  relate  to  or  affect  di- 
rectly such  ooipmeroe,  and  henoe  did  not  come  within  the 
commercial  provision  of  the  national  Constitution,  which 
was  the  only  provision  thereof  that  could  be  claimed  to  au- 
thorize the  nation,  through  Congress,  to  prevent  what  had 
been  done  from  being  done.  So  far  as  it  was  commerce  at 
^all  or  was  related  to  or  directly  affected  conmierce,  it  was  in- 
ternal oonuneroe,  and  the  doing  of  it  was  solely  within  the 
state's  jurisdiction.  Air.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  emphasized 
the  importance  of  respecting  the  boundary  of  each  govern- 
ment's jurisdiction.  It  was  ^^  vital,"  he  said,  that  ''  the  de- 
limitation between  the  two,  however  sometimes  perplexing, 
should  always  be  recognized  and  observed."  And,  further, 
he  said  that  '*'  acknowledged  evils,  however  grave  and  urgent 
they  may  appear  to  be,  had  better  be  borne  than  the  risk  be 
run  in  the  effort  to  suppress  them  of  more  serious  conse- 
quences by  resort  to  expedients  of  even  doubtful  constitu- 
tionality." 

To  complete  the  line  of  reasoning  upon  which  the  conclu- 
sion reached  is  based,  it  remains  to  indicate  wherein  what 
had  been  done  was  held  not  to  be  external  commerce  and  not 
to  relate  thereto  or  affect  it  directly.  It  was  essential  both 
that  it  was  not  such  commerce,  and  that  it  did  not  relate 
thereto  or  so  affect  it,  in  order  that  what  had  been  done 
should  have  been  beyond  the  national  jurisdiction.  The 
nation  has  jurisdiction  of  what  relates  to  or  affects  directly 
external  commerce  as  well  as  external  commerce  itself  under 
the  commercial  provision.  It  is  necessary  to  complete  juris- 
diction of  such  commerce.  Jurisdiction  of  the  thing  itself 
would  be  of  but  little  consequence  if  jurisdiction  did  not  also 
cover  that  which  related  thereto  or  affected  [736]  it  di- 
rectly. It  is  only  of  what  is  not  external  commerce  and 
affects  it  only  indirectly  that  it  does  not  have  jurisdiction. 
There  was  no  room  to  claim  that  what  had  been  done  was 
itself  external  commerce.  What  had  been  done  was  simply 
the  purchase  by  the  one  company  of  the  entire  capital  stock 
of  the  other  four,  and  the  giving  in  exchange  therefor  shares 
of  its  own  capital  stock.    If  it  be  a  fact  that  a  sale  of  such 
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stock  for  delivery  in  another  state  than  that  where  the  sale 
was  made  would  have  been  external  commerce,  there  was  no 
such  sale  made.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed  b  that  what 
had  been  done  related  to  or  affected  directly  .such  commerce. 
Did  it  do  so  f 

Each  corporation  was  a  Pennsylvania  corporation.  The 
refineries  and  other  property  owned  by  each  was  internal. 
The  operation  of  the  refineries  and  manufacture  of  refined 
sugar  thereat  was  internal.  It  was  only  when  the  o^pora-. 
tions  were  engaged  in  selling  the  sugar  so  made  that  things 
took  on  an  external  hue,  and  then  only  in  case  sales  for  de- 
livery outside  of  the  state  were  made.  Commerce  has  been 
likened  to  a  stream,  and  sugar  produced  at  those  refineries 
did  not  become  a  part  of  external  commerce  until  placed  in 
the  stream  of  external  commerce,  which  would  be  when  sold 
for  delivery  on  the  outside.  Sales  for  delivery  within  the 
state  were  purely  internal.  Now,  the  purchase  of  the  stock 
had  no  relation  to  and  did  not  affect  in  any  way  the  sugar 
that  had  been  put  into  the  stream  of  external  commerce  prior 
thereto.  That  was  a  matter  of  the  past.  Nor  did  it  relate 
to  or  affect  directly  the  sugar  that  might  be  placed  therein 
thereafter.  It  depended  entirely  on  whether  thereafter  the 
refineries  were  operated,  and,  if  operated,  on  whether,  if  any 
of  the  sugar  thereafter  refined  thereat  were  placed  in  said 
stream,  such  purchase  would  affect  it  at  all.  The  mere  fact 
that  the  intent  and  purpose  was  to  place  such  sugar  therein 
could  not  make  such  purchase  relate  to  or  affect  directly  ex- 
ternal commerce.  It  may  be  said  that  it  affected  it,  but  only 
indirectly  so.  If  it  can  be  said  that  it  affected  it  directly, 
then,  whenever  one,  under  any  circumstances,  intends  and 
purposes  to  place  property  owned  by  him  in  the  stream  of 
external  commerce,  such  commerce  is  affected  directly,  and 
he  and  that  property  pass  within  the  national  jurisdiction. 
But  this  cannot  be.  As  well  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Lamar  in 
the  case  of  Kidd  v.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1,  9  Sup.  Ct.  6,  82 
L.  Ed.  346 : 

*'  If  it  be  held  that  the  term  (commerce)  includes  the  regulation  of 
all  aucb  manufactures  as  are  intended  to  be  tbe  subject  of  commercial 
transactions  In  the  future,  it  Is  impossible  to  deny  that  it  would  also 
include  the  productive  industries  that  contemplate  tbe  same  thiof. 
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The  resQlt  would  he  that  Congress  would  be  Invested  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  states  with  the  power  to  regulate  not  only  manuffeusturers,  but 
also  agriculture,  horticulture,  stock  raising,  domestic  fisheries,  min- 
ing— in  short,  every  branch  of  human  industry." 

In  the  Knight  case  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  said: 

*^  Slight  reflection  wiU  show  that  if  the  national  power  extends  to 
all  contracts  and  combinations  in  manufacture,  agriculture,  mining, 
and  other  productive  Industries,  whose  ultimate  result  may  affect 
external  commerce,  comparatively  little  of  business  operations  and 
affairs  would  be  left  for  state  control." 

The  purchase  of  those  stocks  no  more  related  to  or  affected 
directly  external  commerce  than  if  the  American  Company, 
instead  of  pur  [737]  chasing  them,  had  purchased  from 
those  corporations  themselTes  their  refineries  and  other  prop- 
erty. Purchase  of  the  capital  stock  was  but  an  indirect  way 
of  acquiring  the  properties  themselves.  By  the  purchase,  in- 
stead of  acquiring  the  properties  of  the  corporations,  they  ac- 
quired an  interest  in  the  corporations  that  owned  them.  If  the 
properties  of  the  corporations  had  been  owned  and  operated, 
not  by  the  corporations,  but  by  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the 
stockholders,  a  purchase  from  the  cestuis  que  trustent  of  their 
beneficial  interests  would  have  had  no  more  relation  to  or 
affected  no  differently  external  conmieroe  than  a  purchase 
from  the  trustees. 

Such,  then,  is  the  line  of  reasoning  by  which  the  Supreme 
Court  reached  its  conclusion  in  the  Knight  case.  I  have 
put  it  in  a  different  and  somewhat  amplified  form  in  an 
effort  to  make  it  plain,  but  a  reading  of  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Fuller's  opinion  will  show  that  I  am  justified  in  claiming 
that  such  is  the  reasoning  on  which  that  conclusion  is  based. 

Before  passing  from  the  consideration  of  this  case,  it  is  to 
be  noted  that  it  was  not  involved  therein  whether  if,  after  the 
purchase,  those  corporations  had  entered  into  an  agreement 
amongst  themselves  concerning  the  external  commerce  to  be 
done  by  them,  such  an  agreement  would  have  related  to  and 
affected  directly  such  commerce  and  been  within  the  national 
jurisdiction.  What  was  sought  to  have  done  was  not  the 
undoing  of  any  such  agreement,  but  the  undoing  of  the  pur- 
chase of  the  stock.    Nor  was  it  involved  therein  whether 
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the  nation,  through  its  jurisdiction  over  commerce  among  the 
states  and  with  foreign  nations,  could  by  appropriate  legis- 
lation have  excluded  from  such  commercial  stream  any  of  the 
sugar  that  had  been  manufactured  at  the  refineries  of  any 
of  the  five  corporations.  These  two  questions  are  entirely 
distinct  from  that  which  arose  and  was  decided  in  that  case. 
That  question  was  whether  the  one  corporation  had  the  right, 
so  far  as  the  national  act  was  concerned,  to  purchase  the 
capital  stock  of  the  other  four.  It  was  held  that  it  did,  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  escape  from  that  conclusion 
and  the  reasoning  on  which  it  is  based. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  question  whether  this  decision  has 
been  affected  to  any  extent  by  the  subsequent  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court  As  heretofore  stated,  I  do  not  think  that  it 
has;  and  I  will  now  attempt  to  make  this  position  good. 
The  extended  consideration  of  the  Knight  case  renders  un- 
necessary any  like  consideration  of  the  cases,  the  decisions  in 
which  are  claimed  to  have  affected  that  in  that  case.  A  very 
general  reference  thereto  will  be  sufficient  to  show  that  they 
have  in  no  wise  affected  it.  Take,  for  instance,  the  Addy^ 
aton  Pipe  <&  Steel  Company  and  Swift  caseSj  which  are 
somewhat  alike  in  their  essential  characteristics.  Each  of 
these  cases  involved  an  agreement  between  several  independ- 
ent manufacturers  or  producers,  the  one  of  iron  pipe  and  the 
other  of  meat,  each  of  whom  was  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce, which  agreement  related  to  and  directly  affected  that 
commerce  so  far  as  they  were  engaged  in  it  in  the  way  of  re- 
straining it,  their  independency  being  preserved  except  so 
far  as  affected  by  that  agreement.  It  was  held  tliat  the 
agree  [  738  Jment  in  each  case  was  a  combination  within  the 
national  act,  and  its  further  execution  was  enjoined.  In  the 
Svrift  case  the  agreement  related  to  and  affected  some  mat- 
ters that  may  be  said  to  have  been  purely  internal  as  well  as 
to  the  external  commerce  of  the  parties  thereto,  and  the  exe- 
cution of  the  agreement  in  those  particulars  was  enjoined  as 
well  as  in  so  far  as  it  affected  such  commerce.  The  neces- 
sities of  this  case  do  not  require  a  presentation  of  the  line 
of  reasoning  by  which  Mr.  Justice  Holmes  justifies  this  part 
of  the  decision.  That  portion  thereof  in  no  way  concerns  the 
Knight  case. 
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Then  as  to  the  case  of  Loewe  v.  LowIoTj  sometimes  referred 
to  as  the  ^^  Danbury  Hat  case.^  That  case  involved  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  boycott  on  the  part  of  the  United  Hatters  and 
affiliated  organizations  of  laborers  against  the  external  oom- 
merce  of  the  manufacturers  of  those  hats  was  a  combination 
within  the  national  act  It  was  held  that  it  was  and  its 
continuation  was  enjoined. 

Now,  I  fail  to  see  how  these  three  cases  have  any  bearing 
whatever  on  the  Knight  case.  A  decision  that  a  combina- 
tion that  relates  to  and  affects  directly  external  commerce 
within  the  national  act  is  certainly  not  antagonistic  to  one 
that  decides  that  a  transaction  which  does  not  relate  thereto 
and  affects  it  indirectly  only  is  not  within  that  act  Nor  is 
a  decision  that  an  agreement  between  two  or  more  corpora* 
tions  with  reference  to  the  external  commerce  done  by  them 
relates  thereto  and  affects  it  directly  antagonistic  to  one  that 
decides  that  a  purchase  by  one  competitor  of  the  property 
by  which  he  carries  on  such  business  does  not  relate  to  ex- 
ternal commerce  and  affects  it  indirectly  only.  Of  similar 
character  to  these  three  cases  is  that  of  Montague  v.  Lowry, 
193  U.  S.  88, 24  Sup.  Ct  307,  48  L.  Ed.  608. 

Finally,  how  is  it  as  to  the  Ndrthem  Securities  Company 
casef  It  must  be  conceded  that  this  case  is  more  like  the 
Knight  case  than  either  of  the  others.  The  minority  judges 
in  that  case,  as  represented  by  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  White,  regarded  that  the  Knight  case  required  a 
decision  that  the  transaction  there  involved  was  not  within 
the  national  act.  Of  course,  if  this  position  was  correct,  then 
the  decision  in  that  case  does  conflict  with  that  in  the  Knight 
case^  and  the  latter  case  must  be  considered  to  have  been 
overthrown  by  the  former.  The  likeness  between  the  two 
cases  consists  in  the  fact  that  in  the  later  case,  as  in  the  earlier 
one,  the  validity  of  the  purchase  of  the  stock  in  a  corpora- 
tion was  involved.  But  even  here  there  was  a  difference. 
In  the  earlier  case  the  purchasing  corporation  was  engaged 
in  the  same  business  as  that  of  the  corporations  whose  stock 
it  purchased,  and  those  corporations  were  competitors  of 
it,  whereas  in  the  later  case  the  purchasing  corporation  was 
not  engaged  in  the  same  business  as  that  of  the  competing 
corporations  whose  stock  it  purchased.     It  was  engaged  in 
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no  business  except  that  of  purchasing  and  holding  that 
stock.  But  in  this  case,  as  in  that,  the  effect  of  the  purchase 
was  to  put  the  control  of  the  competing  corporations  in  one 
and  the  same  hand.  There  was,  therefore,  nothing  in  thib 
difference  to  cause  a  difference  of  decision.  If  one  of  tlie 
competing  corporations  in  the  Northern  SeeurUies  Company 
case  had  purchased  the  capital  stock  of  the  other,  we  would 
have  thus  far  [739]  exactly  the  same  case  as  the  Knight 
case.  And  the  purchase  by  the  outside  corporation  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  two  competing  corporations  was,  in  lU 
legal  significance,  nowise  different  from  a  purchase  by  one 
of  the  two  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  other. 

But  here  the  likeness  between  the  two  cases  stops.  In  a 
striking  particular  they  are  different — so  different  in  this 
particular  as  to  necessitate,  in  my  judgment,  a  difference  of 
decision.  That  particular  was  this :  The  property  of  each  of 
the  two  competing  corporations,  to  wit,  the  Great  Northern 
Railway  Company  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, was  interstate  in  its  character,  and  the  operation  there- 
of was  interstate.  It  follows  that* the  purchase  of  the  stock 
of  the  two  corporations  and  combining  them  in  one  corpo* 
ration  was  an  interstate  transaction.  That  transaction  re- 
lated to  and  affected  directly  interstate  conmieroe.  It  did 
so  as  much  as  if  the  one  corporation  had  purchased  the 
property  of  the  other.  If  that  had  been  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  it  could  not  have  been  contended  that  it  was  not 
interstate  in  its  character.  How  different  this  from  what  we 
have  found  to  have  been  the  case  in  the  Knight  case.  The 
properties  of  the  four  Pennsylvania  corporations  and  their 
operation  were  not  interstate  in  their  character.  They  were 
purely  internal  to  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  likewise 
would  have  been  their  purchase  by  the  New  Jersey  corpora- 
tion. Nowise  different  was  the  purchase  by  it  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  these  corporations.  It  follows  that  there  was 
no  room  to  claim  in  the  Northern  Securities  Company  case 
that  the  transaction  there  involved  was  not  within  the  na- 
tional jurisdiction.  The  question  raised  was  solely  as  to 
whether  that  transaction  was  within  the  meaning  of  the 
national   act.    It  is  true  that  Mr.  Justice  White  arg^ued 
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strenuously  that  it  was  not  within  that  jurisdiction,  but, 
with  all  due  respect,  I  submit  that  he  was  in  error  here.  The 
basis  of  his  argument  that  the  transaction  attacked  was  not 
within  the  national  jurisdiction  was  that  the  purchase  by 
the  Northern  Securities  Company  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  two  railway  companies  was  not  interstate  commerce. 
That  is  undoubtedly  true.  But  that  circumstance  was  not 
sufficient  to  take  the  transaction  out  of  such  jurisdiction. 
If 9  though  not  itself  interstate  commerce,  it  related  to  and 
affected  directly  interstate  commerce,  then  it  was  within  that 
jurisdiction.  That  it  did  so  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
it  was  a  purchase  of  the  stock  of  corporations  whose  property 
and  the  operation  thereof  was  interstate.  It  was  as  much 
mterstate  as  if  one  of  the  two  competing  corporations  had 
purchased  the  capital  stock  or  the  property  of  the  other. 

I,  therefore,  conclude  that,  to  no  extent  whatever,  has  the 
authority  of  the  Knight  case  been  affected  by  any  of  the  later 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Before  quitting  this  branch  of  the  case,  it  may  be  proper 
to  show  that  the  Knight  caae  fits  this  case,  though,  as  hereto- 
fore stated,  it  is  practically  conceded  that  it  does.  The  Calu- 
met ft  Hecla  Company  has  not  acquired  the  entire  capital  stock 
of  the  Osceola  Company.  It  has  not  acquired  the  ownership 
of  a  majority  of  that  stock.  It  has  acquired  the  ownership 
of  a  portion,  and  the  right  to  vote  another  [740]  portion, 
the  two  together  being  a  majority  thereof.  The  business 
here  involved  is  that  of  mining  instead  of  refining  sugar. 
Otherwise  there  is  no  difference  between  that  case  and  this. 
The  property  of  the  Osceola  Company  and  its  operation  is 
internal  to  the  state  of  Michigan,  as  that  of  the  Pennsylvania 
corporations  was  to  that  state.  The  differences  in  detail 
referred  to  do  not  call  for  a  difference  of  decision.  The 
conclusion  must  be  reached,  then,  that  the  transaction  com- 
plained of  herein  is  not  within  the  national  act.  If  the 
C/alumet  ft  Hecla  Company  had  purchased  the  property  of 
the  Osceola,  or  if  that  property  had  been  held  by  a  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  its  stockholders  and  the  Calumet  &  Hecla 
Company  had  purchased  the  beneficial  interests  of  the  cestuis 
que  trustent,  certainly  the  transaction  would  not  in  either 
case  have  been  within  that  act.    No  more  can  it  be  said  that 


646  le?  FEDEBAI.  BEPOBTER,  746. 

Opinion  of  the  Ck>nrt 

a  purchase  by  it  of  the  capital  stock,  or  a  majority  thereof, 
or  of  a  portion  thereof  and  the  right  to  vote  another  portion, 
the  two  together  constituting  a  majority,  is  within  it 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  existence  of  any  difficulty  in  deter- 
mining how  this  case  ought  to  be  decided,  so  far  as  this 
question  is  concerned,  is  due  to  the  manner  in  which  it  is  ap- 
proached. If  it  is  approached  in  an  effort  to  reach  a  con- 
clusion as  to  whether  the  transaction  involved  is  within  the 
meaning  of  the  national  act,  it  may  be  hard  to  dispose  of  it 
correctly.  But  if  it  is  approached  as  the  Knight  case  was 
approached  by  the  judges  of  the  different  courts  who  ren- 
dered opinions,  holding  that  the  transaction  attacked  therein 
was  not  within  that  act,  which  was  in  an  effort  to  reach  a 
conclusion  as  to  whether  it  was  within  the  national  juris- 
diction, and  consequently  whether  it  could  properly  have 
been  put  within  that  act,  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  how  it  ought 
to  be  decided  will  be  left. 

As  indicated  at  the  start,  it  is  also  claimed  that  the  trans- 
action involved  here  is  within  the  state  act.  The  claim  that 
it  is  so  is  based  largely,  if  not  altogether,  on  the  same  line 
of  reasoning  upon  which  it  is  claimed  to  be  within  the  na- 
tional act.  Indeed,  on  the  one  side,  it  seems  to  be  claimed  to 
be  within  the  state  act  because  it  is  within  the  national  act, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  is  not  within  the  state  act  be- 
cause it  is  not  within  the  national  act.  This,  no  doubt,  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  both  sides  of  this  case  have  approached 
it  from  the  standpoint  as  to  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  both 
acts,  and  not  from  the  standpoint  as  to  which  jurisdiction — 
national  or  state — ^the  transaction  complained  of  is  within. 
So  approaching  it,  it  was  but  natural  to  feel  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  that  transaction  was  within  the  state  act  de- 
pended on  whether  it  was  within  the  national  act.  For  the 
language  of  both  acts  is  substantially  similar,  though  that 
of  the  state  act  is  somewhat  more  verbose.  But  approaching 
it  from  the  proper  standpoint,  as  I  have  claimed  it  to  be,  as 
soon  as  it  is  determined  that  the  transaction  in  question  is 
not  within  the  national  act,  it  is  at  once  realized  that  it 
does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because  it  is  not  within  the 
one  act  it  is  not  within  the  other.  The  transaction  being 
within  the  state  jurisdiction,  and  not  within  the  national,  it 
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may  ^well  be  within  the  state  act,  though  not  within  the  na- 
tional. The  question,  then,  as  to  whether  it  is  within  the 
state  act  hangs  on  whether  [741]  it  is  within  the  words 
thereof,  construed  in  the  light  of  the  circumstance  that  the 
state  had  power  to  put  it  there. 

So  construing  these  words,  how  does  the  matter  stand! 
The  Calumet  &  Hecla  Company  and  the  Osceola  Company 
were  created  and  organized,  and  have  ever  since  continued, 
to  transact  business  under  a  general  act  of  the  state  of  Michi- 
gan providing  for  the  incorporation  of  companies  for  min- 
ing, smelting,  and  manufacturing  copper  and  other  metals. 
By  that  act,  any  two  or  more  corporations  existing  there- 
under may  consolidate.    This  court  in  the  case  of  Marbury  v. 
Kentucky  Union  Land  Co.^  62  Fed.  385,  10  C.  C.  A.  393, 
held  that  an  act  authorizing  two  corporations  to  consolidate, 
also  authorizes  one  to  purchase  the  capital  stock  of  the  other, 
on  the  principle  that  the  greater  includes  the  less.    But  this 
was  not  the  only  authority  that  the  Calumet  &  Hecla  Com- 
pany had  to  purchase  the  stock  of  the  Osceola.     By  an 
amendment  to  that  general  act,  approved  May  10,  1905 
(Pub.  Acts  1905,  p.  168,  No.  105),  a  company  organized 
thereunder  was  expressly  authorized  '^  to  subscribe  to,  pur- 
chase, acquire  and  own  "  stock  in  any  company  organized 
thereunder.    Neither  the  provision  authorizing  a  consolida- 
tion or  purchase  of  stock  has  ever  been  repealed  or  modified 
to  any  extent,  unless  it  has  been  done  by  the  anti-trust  legis- 
lation.   There  are  two  anti-trust  acts  in  Michigan,  one  ap- 
proved June  23, 1899  (Pub.  Acts  1899,  p.  409,  No.  255),  and 
another,  declared  to  be  ^^  supplementary  to  and  declaratory  of 
and  in  addition  to  "  the  earlier  act,  approved  June  20,  1905 
(Pub.  Acts  1905,  p.  507,  No.  329).    The  original  act  was  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  approval  of  said  amendment  of 
May  10, 1905,  and  the  supplementary  one  was  approved  sub- 
sequent to  its  approval.    The  one  is  entitled  ^^An  act  to  pre- 
vent trusts,  monopolies  and  combination,"  etc.,  and  the  other 
^^An  act  relative  to  agreements,  contracts  and  combinations 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce."    It  is  not  necessary  to 
quote  from  the  body  of  either  act.    Each  contains  general 
language  in  the  line  of  its  title.    There  is  no  express  refer- 
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enoe  to  the  legislation  referred  to  as  contained  in  said  general 
act  and  the  amendment  thereto.  It  is  not  to  be  taken  that 
it  impliedly  has  reference  thereto.  That  legislation  and 
those  acts  can  be  construed  together,  and  I  think  that  within 
well-recognized  principles  they  ought  to  be  so  construed. 
So  construing  them,  it  is  not  to  be  held  that  what  the  one 
expressly  authorizes  ifi  denied  by  the  other. 

[347]  AMERICAN  BANANA  COMPANY  v.  UNITED 

FRUIT  COMPANY-* 

ERROR    TO    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    APPEALS    FOR    THE    SECOND 

CIRCUIT. 

No.   686.     Argned  April   12,   18,   1909.— Decided  April   26,   1909. 

[213  U.  S.,  847.1 

While  a  country  may  treat  some  relations  •  between  its  own  citizens 
as  governed  by  its  own  laws  in  regions  subject  to  no  tevereign,  like 
the  high  seas,  or  to  no  law  recognized  as  adequate,  the  general  rule 
is  that  the  character  of  an  act  as  lawful  or  unlawful  must  be  deter- 
mined wholly  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  is  done.^ 

[848]  Law  is  a  statement  of  the  circumstances  in  which  the  public 
force  will  be  brought  to  t>ear  upon  men  through  the  courts ;  but  the 
word  commonly  is  confined  to  such  prophesies  or  threats  when  ad- 
dressed  to  persons  living  within  the  power  of  the  courts. 

A  statute  will,  as  a  general  rule,  be  construed  as  intended  to  be  con- 
fined in  its  operation  and  effect  to  the  territorial  limits  within 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  lawmaker,  and  words  of  universal  scope  will 
be  construed  as  meaning  only  those  subject  to  legislation. 

The  prohibitiens  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  of  July  2,  1890,  c. 
647,  26  Stat.  209,  do  not  extend  to  acts  done  in  foreign  countries 
even  though  done  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  injuriously 
affecting  other  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Sovereignty  means  that  the  decree  of  the  sovereign  makes  law;  and 
foreign  courts  can  not  condemn  the  Infiuences  persuading  the  sov- 
oreign  to  make  the  decree.  Rafael  v.  Verelst,  2  Wm.  Bl.  983,  1055, 
distinguished. 

Acts  of  soldiers  and  officials  of  a  foreign  government  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  done  by  its  order. 

•For  opinions  of  the  lower  courts  (153  Fed.  Rep.  943)  see  ante. 
p.  262;  (160  Fed.  Rep.  184),  ante,  p.  372;  (166  Fed.  Rep.,  261)  se^ 
ante,  p.  568. 

^  Syllabus  and  statements  of  arguments  copyrighted,  1908,  by  the 
Banks  Law  Publishing  Com|>any. 
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A  conspiracy  In  this  coantry  to  do  acts  in  another  Jarisdictlon  does 
not  draw  to  itself  those  acts  and  make  them  unlawful  if  they  are 
permitted  by  the  local  law. 

166  Fed.  Rep.  261,  affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

3Ir,  Everett  P.  Wheeler^  with  whom  Mr,  Horace  E.  Dem- 
ing  was  on  the  brief,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  CSrcuit  Court  should  have  taken  jurisdiction  of  this 
action.  Section  7  of  the  Sherman  Act  expressly  provider 
for  the  bringing  of  suits  like  the  present  one,  "  in  any  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the 
defendant  resides  or  is  found."  See  also  §  2,  Art.  VI,  Const. 
U.  S.  The  suit  at  bar  is  a  civil  suit,  arising  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  and  a  treaty  made  under  its  authority. 
It  is  brought  to  recover  for  injuries  done  by  defendant,  and 
declared  unlawful  by  the  Sherman  Act.  The  Circuit  Court 
IS  a  court  of  the  United  States  and  is  bound  to  administer 
the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it. 

No  considerations  of  public  policy  or  comity  forbid  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  to  exercise  jurisdiction  and  de- 
cide this  controversy  on  the  merits. 

[849 1  The  acts  complained  of  were  done  in  violation  of 
an  express  statute  of  the  United  States.  Costa  Rica  cannot 
give  immunity  to  defendant  for  this  offense,  nor  can  ex- 
ceptions be  read  into  the  Sherman  Act  not  expressed  in  the 
act  itself.  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific^  91  U.  S.  72,  91 ; 
French  v.  Spencer^  21  How.  238;  Demarest  v.  WynJcoop^  3 
Johns.  Ch.  129,  142;  S.  P.  Chamberlain  v.  The  Western 
Transportation  Co.^  44  N.  Y.  305,  309 ;  Bank  of  Republic  v. 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  21  Blatch.  436,  439. 

Whatever  value  the  principles  of  comity  may  have,  thev 
can  not  be  extended  so  far  as  to  cloak  a  violation  of  the  laws 
of  the  nation  whose  comity  is  appealed  to.  The  Santissima 
Trinidad,  7  Wheat.  283,  354;  The  Belle  Corrunes,  6  Wheat. 
162,  169;  The  Afarianna  Flora^  11  Wheat.- 1;  The  Merino, 
9  Wheat.  891,  406;  La  Jeune  Eugenie^  2  Mason,  409;  Under- 
hiU  V.  Hernandez^  66  Fed.  Rep.  577,  affirmed  168  U.  S.  250, 
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discassed  as  not  being  in  point  See  also  People  v.  McLeod^ 
25  Wend,  488. 

The  courts  of  this  country  can  consider  and  coUaterally 
pass  upon  the  legality  of  acts  of  a  foreign  nation,  in  a  suit 
between  its  own  citizens.  Vasse  v.  BaU^  2  Dall.  270,  275;  8 
Kent's  Comm.  308,  804;  The  Santimma  Trinidad^  7  Wheat 
288,  851,  854;  The  EstreUa^  4  Wheat  298;  Angle  v.  Chicago^ 
St.  Paid  (tc.  R.  Co.,  151  TJ.  S.  119. 

The  extent  of  the  rule  is  that  a  court  can  not  sit  in  judg- 
ment on  the  act  of  a  foreign  power  where  that  act  is  directly 
drawn  in  question  in  a  suit  directly  against  such  foreign 
power,  or  against  an  officer  acting  within  its  territory  under 
its  commands.  Nabob  of  Arcot  v.  East  India  Go.^  4  Brown 
Ch.  181  (180) ;  The  Duke  of  Brunswick  v.  The  King  of 
Hanover  J  6  Beav.  1  (affirmed  2  H.  of  L.  1) ;  Hatch  v.  Baes^ 
7  Hun,  596 ;  Rafael  v.  Verelst,  2  Wm.  Blackstone,  1055. 

The  supposed  government  authority  under  which  the  act 
is  done  is  in  itself  invalid.  The  Costa  Rican  officers,  in  de- 
stroying plaintiff's  property  and  business,  were  acting  out- 
side of  the  territory  of  Costa  Rica,  and  were  making  an 
usurping  inroad  on  the  territory  of  an  adjoining  friendly 
power.  1  Kent's  Comm.  120.  In  considering  the  defense 
that  an  act  was  done  under  authority  [  350 1  of  government, 
the  courts  have  uniformly  held  that  such  authority  must  be 
valid  or  lawful.  Suit  against  an  officer  for  an  unlawful  act 
is  not  a  suit  against  his  sovereign.  Poindexter  v.  Greenh^nD^ 
114  U.  S.  270,  290;  Osbom  v.  The  Bank,  9  Wheat  788;  E» 
parte  Young,  209  U.  S.  128,  159;  Litchfield  v.  Bond,  186 
N.  Y.  66;  People  v.  McLeod,  25  Wend.  488. 

An  injury  to  the  private  property  of  a  citizen  by  an  offi- 
cer of  government  is  justiciable  in  the  courts  of  the  coun- 
try of  which  he  is  a  citizen,  even  if  it  be  an  act  of  state. 
Baird  v.  yfalker,  L.  R.  (1892)  App.  Cas.  491,  overruling 
upon  this  point,  Buron  v.  Denman,  2  Ex.  167,  if  susceptible 
of  the  interpretation  put  upon  it  by  the  District  Judges. 
That  case,  however,  is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff;  and 
see  Feather  v.  The  Queen,  6  Best  &  Smith,  257,  296.  See 
also  Little  v.  Barrerne,  2  Cranch,  170,  179;  Poindemter  ▼. 
OreenhoiD,  114  U.  S.  270;  EnHek  v.  Harrington^  19  State 
Trials,  1048 ;  Money  v.  Leach,  8  Burr.  1742, 1762. 
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It  is  never  a  defense,  even  to  an  officer  who  has  committed 
a  tort,  that  he  has  acted  on  behalf  of  his  government  under 
circumstances  like  those  in  this  case.  A  fortiori  it  can  be 
no  defense  to  the  citizens  of  the  country  against  whose  laws 
the  tort  was  committed  that  it  was  done  through  the  agency 
of  such  officer.  Duke  of  Brunawtck^s  case^  2  H.  of  ^L.  1 ; 
Musgrave  v.  Pulido^  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  102,  112;  1  Ooodnow. 
CJomparative  Administrative  Law,  35,  36 ;  MoodcHy  v.  More- 
ton  (6  East  India  Co.^  2  Dickens,  652. 

Damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  was  inflicted  in  pur- 
suance of  defendant's  illegal  combination,  and  is  therefore 
actionable  under  the  statute.  United  States  v.  Patterson, 
55  Fed.  Rep.  605;  Shawnee  Compress  Co.  v.  Anderson,  209 
U.  S.  423. 

Defendant  cannot  complain  because  it  alone  is  sued.  Any 
member  of  such  combination  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  the 
combination,  or  any  member  of  it,  done  in  furtherance 
thereof.  Atlanta  v.  Chattanooga  Foundry  Co,,  127  Fed. 
Rep.  23;  Chicago  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  214  Illinois,  421,  423. 

Acts  done  in  pursuance  of  a  combination  are  none  the  less 
done  in  pursuance  thereof  because  done  by  only  one  mem- 
ber. [351]  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  152  Fed. 
Rep.  290 ;  Tobacco  Trust  case,  149  Fed.  Rep.  823 ;  Cooley  on 
Torts  (3d  ed.),213. 

The  statute  applies  to  acts  done  in  a  foreign  country.  The 
objection  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  done  abroad  is 
entitled  to  no  weight.  The  parties  to  the  suit  are  American 
citizens.  The  commerce  restrained  by  defendant's  acts  was 
foreign  commerce  of  the  United  States.  Congress  has  full 
power  to  legislate  in  respect  to  that  and  has  exercised  the 
power  in  this  statute.  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1 ;  United 
States  V.  Knight,  156  U.  S.  1. 

Acts  done  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  are  subject  to 
its  jurisdiction  and  legislative  powers. 

The  commerce  of  the  United  States  may  by  its  statutes 
be  protected  from  injury  by  acts  done  beyond  its  boundaries. 
Both  of  these  powers  have  been  frequently  exercised  and 
their  validity  is  established  in  both  criminal  and  civil  cases. 
United  States  v.  Gordon,  5  Blatch.  18;  The  Slavers  {Kate), 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  3 42 
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2  WaU.  850;  UniUd  States  v.  PiruUs,  6  Wheat  184;  UnUed 
States  V.  Raueoher,  119  U.  S.  407,  433;  Carib  Prince,  170 
U.  S.  655;  The  SUvia,  171  U.  S.  462;  The  Chattahoochee, 
173  U.  S-  640. 

The  language  of  the  Sherman  Act  is  as  oomprehensiye  as 
that  of  the  Harter  Act  It  is  a  rule  prescribed  by  Congress 
for  interstate  and  international  conunerce.  It  guards  such 
commerce  against  acts  which  threaten  it,  no  matter  where 
they  are  done,  and  oAore  especially  if  they  are  done  by  dti- 
sens  of  the  United  States.  Northern  Securities  case,  193 
U.  S.  337 ;  Thomsen  v.  Union  CaaOe  Co.,  166  Fed.  Rep.  251. 

This  court  has  uniformly  held  in  suits  against  common 
•carriers  that  it  would,  in  dd^rmining  the  validity  of  con- 
tracts made  with  them,  or  their  liability  for  torts  conmiitted 
by  them,  apply  the  American  and  not  the  foreign  law ;  and 
enforce  the  policy  of  American  law.  Liverpool  dk  O.  W, 
Co.  V.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  129  U.  S.  397. 

A  State  has  the  right  to  attach  whatever  consequences  it 
chooses  within  its  own  territory  to  acts  of  its  subjects, 
wherever  [352]  those  acts  may  be  done.  Hall  on  Int  Law 
(5th  ed.),  202;  1  Oppenheim,  Int  Law,  195;  Wharton,  Crim. 
Law,  §  271. 

Mr.  Henry  W,  Taft  and  Mr,  Moorfield  Storey,  with  whom 
Mr.  Walker  B.  Spencer  and  Mr.  J.  L.  Thomdike  were  on 
the  brief,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  plaintiff  can  not  recover  for  any  injury  caused  to  its 
property  or  business  by  the  acts  of  Costa  Rica. 

The  allegations  of  the  complaint  make  it  clear  that  the 
plantation,  railroad  and  goods  of  the  plaintiff  were  seized 
by  the  officers  and  soldiers  of  Costa  Rica,  and  that  their 
action  in  making  this  seizure  has  been  approved  and  pos- 
session of  the  seized  property  has  since  been  retained  by  the 
government  of  that  state  acting  in  the  exercise  of  its  de  facto 
sovereignty  over  the  territory  in  which  the  seizure  was  made. 

The  acts  complained  of  were  the  acts  of  Costa  Rica,  and 
the  damage  claimed  was  caused  by  those  acts.  Whether  they 
were  originally  ordered  or  only  approved  and  ratified  is  im- 
material.   Buron  v.  Denman,  2  Exch.  167 ;  UnderhSU  v.  Her- 
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fumdeB,  168  U.  S.  250,  252;  Webb's  Pollock  on  Torte,  pp. 
182,  187. 

The  statute  and  territorial  jurisdiction  of  foreign  states, 
their  rights,  powers  and  obligations,  the  rights  and  obliga- 
tions of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  arising  out  of  relations 
with  a  foreign  government,  and,  conversely,  the  rights  and 
obligations  of  a  foreign  state  dealing  with  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  are  necessarily  political  questions,  which, 
under  the  Constitution  of  this  government,  are  confided  ex- 
clusively to  the  executive  branch  of  the  government,  and 
with  them  the  judicial  branch  has  no  concern.  Kennett  v. 
Chambers^  14  How.  38,  51;  Williams  v.  Suffolk  Insurance 
Co.^  18  Peters,  416 ;  United  States  v.  HoUiday^  3  Wall.  419 ; 
Dukr  of  Brunswick  v.  King  of  Hanover^  2  H.  L.  C.  1  (same 
case  oelow,  6  Beavan,  1 ;  13  L.  J.  Ch.  107) ;  Secretary  of 
State  V.  KamacheCj  18  Moore,  Privy  Council,  22  (same  case, 
English  Reports  Reprint,  Vol.  15,  p.  9) ;  Buron  v.  Denman 
(1848),  2  Ex.  167;  Feather  v.  Queen  (1865),  6  B.  A  S.  257; 
Doss  V.  Secretary  of  State^  19  Equity,  509. 

[353]  In  this  case  the  de  facto  sovereignty  of  Costa  Rica 
is  recognized  by  the  State  Department,  and  this  recognition 
establishes  the  fact  conclusively  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  immaterial  whether  Costa  Rica  had  juris- 
diction and  sovereignty  over  this  territory  in  dispute,  or 
whether  its  attempt  to  exercise  such  jurisdiction  was  by 
legal  right  or  was  an  act  of  war  or  aggression  against  the 
Republic  of  Panama.  UnderhUl  v.  Hernandez^  168  U.  S. 
at  p.  252. 

Redress  for  injuries  caused  to  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation 
by  another  nation  through  the  exercise  of  de  facto  powers, 
even  though  maintained  by  means  of  force  alone,  can  not 
be  had  in  the  courts  of  the  offending  nation  without  its 
consent.  It  can  only  be  had  in  the  forum  of  international 
relations. 

The  acts  are  alleged  to  have  been  done  entirely  in  a  foreign 
country,  with  which  the  Sherman  Act  has  nothing"  to  do. 

The  alleged  acts  of  the  defendant  in  inducing  the  acts 
of  Costa  Rica  had  no  direct  or  indirect  relation  to  commerce 
between  Panama  and  the  United  States.  They  were  acts 
committed  in  Costa  Rica.    Their  tortious  character  does  not 
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alter  the  fact  that  their  direct  effect  was  on  production  and 
not  on  trade.  The  direct  effect  of  the  defendant's  action  was 
to  injure  production  only.  United  States  v,  E.  C.  Knight 
Co.j  166  U.  S.  1;  In  Re  Greene,  52  Fed.  Rep^  104;  Ohesa 
peake  <&  Ohio  Fuel  Co.  v.  United  States,  115  Fed.  Rep.  628; 
Coe  V.  Errol,  116  U.  S.  617;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  1; 
Dudley  v.  Briggs,  141  Massachusetts,  582. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  action  brought  to  recover  threefold  damages 
under  the  Act  to  Protect  Trade  against  Monopolies.  July  2, 
1890,  c-  647,  §  7.  26  Stat  209,  210.  The  Circuit  Court  dis- 
missed the  complaint  upon  motion,  as  not  setting  forth  a 
cause  of  action.  160  Fed.  Rep.  184.  This  judgment  was 
aflirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  166  Fed.  Rep.  261, 
and  the  case  then  was  brought  to  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

[354]  The  allegations  of  the  complaint  may  be  sununed  up 
as  follows:  The  plaintiff  is  an  Alabama  corporation,  organ- 
ized in  1904.  The  defendant  is  a  New  Jersey  corporation, 
organized  in  1899.  Long  before  the  plaintiff  was  formed  the 
defendant,  with  intent  to  prevent  competition  and  to  control 
and  monopolize  the  banana  trade,  bought  the  property  and 
business  of  several  of  its  previous  competitors,  with  provi- 
sion against  their  resuming  the  trade,  made  contracts  wiUi 
others,  including  a  majority  of  the  most  important,  regu- 
lating the  quantity  to  t>e  purchased  and  the  price  to  be  paid, 
and  acquired  a  controlling  amount  of  stock  in  still  others. 
For  the  same  purpose  it  organized  a  selling  company,  of 
which  it  held  the  stock,  that  by  agreement  sold  at  fixed  prices 
all  the  bananas  of  the  combining  parties.  By  this  and  other 
means  it  did  monopolize  and  restrain  the  trade  and  main- 
tained unreasonable  prices.  The  defendant  being  in  this 
ominous  attitude,  one  McConnell  in  1903  started  a  banana 
plantation  in  Panama,  then  part  of  the  United  States  of 
Colombia,  and  began  to  build  a  railway,  (which  would  af- 
ford his  only  means  of  export) ,  both  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  of  Colombia.  He  was  notified  by 
the  defendant  that  he  must  either  combine  or  stop.  Two 
months  later,  it  is  believed  at  the  defendant's  instigation,  the 
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governor  of  Panama  recommended  to  his  national  govern* 
ment  that  Costa  Bica  be  allowed  to  administer  the  territory 
through  which  the  railroad  was  to  run,  and  this  although 
that  territory  had  been  awarded  to  Colombia  under  an  arbi- 
tration agreed  to  by  treaty.  The  defendant,  and  afterwards, 
in  September,  the  Government  of  Costa  Bica,  it  is  believed 
by  the  inducement  of  the  defendant,  interfered  with  McCon- 
nell.  In  November,  1903,  Panama  revolted  and  became  an 
independent  republic,  declaring  its  boundary  to  be  that  set- 
tled by  the  award.  In  June,  1904,  the  plaintiff  bought  out 
McConnell  and  went  on  with  the  work,  as  it  had  a  right  to 
do  under  the  laws  of  Panama.  But  in  July,  Costa  Bican  sol- 
diers and  officials,  instigated  by  the  defendant,  seized  a  part 
of  the  plantation  and  a  cargo  of  supplies  and  have  held  them 
ever  since,  and  stopped  the  construction  and  operation 
[865]  of  the  plantation  and  railway.  In  August  one  Astua, 
by  ex  parte  proceedings,  got  a  judgment  from  a  Costa  Bican 
court,  declaring  the  plantation  to  be  his,  although,  it  is  al- 
leged, the  proceedings  were  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
Costa  Bica,  and  were  contrary  to  its  laws  and  void.  Agents 
of  the  defendant  then  bought  the  lands  from  Astua.  The 
plaintiff  has  tried  to  induce  the  Government  of  Costa  Bica 
to  withdraw  its  soldiers  and  also  has  tried  to  persuade  the 
United  States  to  interfere,  but  has  been  thwarted  in  both  by 
the  defendant  and  has  failed.  The  Government  of  Costa 
Bica  remained  in  possession  down  to  the  bringing  of  the  suit. 
As  a  result  of  the  defendant's  acts  the  plaintiff  has  been 
deprived  of  the  use  of  the  plantation,  and  the  railway,  the 
plantation  and  supplies  have  been  injured.  The  defendant 
also,  by  outbidding,  has  driven  purchasers  out  of  the  market 
and  has  compelled  producers  to  come  to  its  terms,  and  it  has 
prevented  the  plaintiff  from  buying  for  export  and  sale. 
This  is  the  substantial  damage  alleged.  There  is  thrown  in 
a  further  allegation  that  the  defendant  has  '^  sought  to  in* 
jure  "  the  plaintiff's  business  by  offering  positions  to  its  em- 
ployees and  by  discharging  and  threatening  to  discharge 
persons  in  its  own  emplqy  who  were  stockholders  of  the 
plaintiff.  But  no  particular  point  is  made  of  this.  It  is 
contended  how.ever  that,  even  if  the  main  argument  fails 
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and  the  defendant  is  held  not  to  be  answerable  for  acts  de- 
pending on  the  co-operation  of  the  Government  of  Costa 
Bica  for  their  effect,  a  wrongful  conspiracy  resulting  in  driv- 
ing the  plaintiff  out  of  business  is  to  be  gathered  from  the 
complaint  and  that  it  was  entitled  to  go  to  trial  upon  that. 

It  is  obvious  that,  however  stated,  the  plaintiff's  case  de- 
pends on  several  rather  startling  propositions.  In  the  first 
place  the  acts  causing  the  damage  were  done,  so  far  as  ap- 
pears, outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and 
within  that  of  other  States.  It  is  surprising  to  hear  it 
argued  that  they  were  governed  by  the  act  of  Congress. 

No  doubt  in  regions  subject  to  no  sovereign,  like  the  high 
seas,  or  to  no  law  that  civilized  countries  would  recognize  as 
[366]  adequate,  such  countries  may  treat  some  relations  be- 
tween their  citizens  as  governed  by  their  own  law,  and  keep 
to  some  extent  the  old  notion  of  personal  sovereignty  alive. 
See  The  Hamilton,  207  U.  S.  398,  403.  Hart  v.  Cfnmpach, 
L.  E.  4  P.  C.  439,  463,  464.  British  South  Africa  Co.  v. 
Companhia  de  Mogambiquej  [1893]  A.  C.  602.  They  go 
further,  at  times,  and  declare  that  they  will  punish  any  one, 
subject  or  not,  who  shall  do  certain  things,  if  they  can  catch 
him,  8^3  in  the  case  of  pirates  on  the  high  seas.  In  cases  im- 
mediately affecting  national  interests  they  may  go  further 
still  and  may  make,  and,  if  they  get  the  chance,  execute  simi- 
lar threats  as  to  acts  done  within  another  recognizee!  jurisdic- 
tion. An  illustration  from  our  statutes  is  found  with  regard 
to  criminal  correspondence  with  foreign  governments.  Rev. 
Stat  §  5335.  See  further  Commonwealth  v.  Macloon,  101 
Mass.  1.  The  Sussex  Peerage,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  86,  146.  And 
the  notion  that  English  statutes  bind  British  subjects  every- 
where has  found  expression  in  modem  times  and  has  had 
some  startling  applications.  Rex  v.  Sawyer,  2  C.  ft  K.  101. 
The  ZoUverein,  Swabey,  9^,  98.  But  the  general  and  almost 
universal  rule  is  that  the  character  of  an  act  as  lawful  or 
unlawful  must  be  determined  wholly  by  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try where  the  act  is  done.  Slater  v.  Mexican  National  R.  R. 
Co.,  194  U.  S.  120,  126.  This  principle  was  carried  to  an 
extreme  in  Milliken  v.  Pratt,  125  Mass.  374.  For  another 
jurisdiction,  if  it  should  happen  to  lay  hold  of  the  actor,  to 
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treat  him  according  to  its  own  notions  rather  than  those  of 
the  place  where  he  did  the  acts,  not  only  would  be  unjust,  but 
would  be  an  interference  with  the  authority  of  another  sov- 
ereign, contrary  to  the  comity  of  nations,  which  the  other 
State  concerned  justly  might  resent  PkUUps  v.  Eyre^  L.  B. 
4  Q.  B.  226,  289.  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  1,  28.  Dicey,  Conflict  of 
Laws,  2d  ed.  647.    See  also  Appendix,  724,  726,  Note  2,  ibid. 

Law  is  a  statement  of  the  circumstances  in  which  the 
public  force  will  be  brought  to  bear  upon  men  through  the 
courts.  But  the  word  commonly  is  confined  to  such  pro- 
phecies or  threats  when  addressed  to  persons  living  within 
the  power  of  [357]  the  courts.  A  threat  that  depends  upon 
the  choice  of  the  party  affected  to  bring  himself  within  that 
power  hardly  would  be  called  law  in  the  ordinary  sense.  We 
do  not  speak  of  blockade  running  by  neutrals  as  unlawful. 
And  the  usages  of  speech  correspond  to  the  limit  of  the  at- 
tempts of  the  law-makar,  except  in  extraordinary  cases.  It 
is  true  that  domestic  corporations  remain  always  within 
the  power  of  the  domestic  law,  but  in  the  present  case,  at 
least,  there  is  no  ground  for  distinguishing  between  corpo- 
rations and  men. 

The  foregoing  considerations  would  lead  in  case  of  doubt 
to  a  construction  of  any  statute  as  intended  to  be  confined 
in  its  operation  and  effect  to  the  territorial  limits  over  which 
the  lawmaker  has  general  and  legitimate  power.  ''AH  legis- 
lation is  prima  facie  territorial."  Ex  parte  Blain^  In  re 
Sawers,  12  Ch.  Div.  522,  528.  State  v.  Carter,  27  N.  J. 
(8  Dutcher,)  499.  People  v.  Merrill,  2  Parker,  Crim.  Rep. 
590,  596.  Words  having  universal  scope,  such  as  "Every 
contract  in  restraint  of  trade,"  "  Every  person  who  shall 
monopolize,"  etc.,  will  be  taken  as  a  matter  of  course  to  mean 
only  every  one  subject  to  such  legislation,  not  all  that  the  legis- 
lator subsequently  may  be  able  to  catch.  In  the  case  of  the 
present  statute  the  improbability  of  the  United  States  at- 
tempting to  make  acts  done  in  Panama  or  Costa  Rica  crim- 
inal is  obvious,  yet  the  law  begins  by  making  criminal  the 
acts  for  which  it  gives  a  right  to  sue.  We  think  it  entirely 
plain  that  what  the  defendant  did  in  Panama  or  Costa  Rica 
is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  statute  so  far  as  the  present 
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suit  is  concerned.    Other  objections  of  a  serious  nature  are 
urged  but  need  not  be  discussed. 

For  again,  not  only  were  the  acts  of  the  defendant  in 
Panama  or  Costa  Sica  not  within  the  Sherman  Act,  but  they 
were  not  torts  by  the  law  of  the  place  and  therefore  were 
not  torts  at  all,  however  contrary  to  the  ethical  and  eco- 
nomic postulates  of  that  statute.  The  substance  of  the  com- 
plaint is  that,  the  plantation  being  within  the  de  facto  juris- 
diction of  Costa  Bica,  that  State  took  and  keeps  possession 
of  it  by  virtue  of  its  sovereign  power.  But  a  seizure  by  a 
State  is  not  a  thing  that  can  be  [858]  complained  of  dse- 
where  in  the  courts.  Underhill  v.  Hernandez^  168  U.  S.  250. 
The  fact,  if  it  be  one,  that  de  jure  the  estate  is  in  Panama 
does  not  matter  in  the  least;  sovereignty  is  pure  fact.  The 
fact  has  been  recognized  by  the  United  States,  and  by  the  im- 
plications of  the  bill  is  assented  to  by  Panama. 

The  fundamental  reason  why  persuading  a  sovereign 
power  to  do  this  or  that  can  not  be  a  tort  is  not  that  the 
sovereign  can  not  be  joined  as  a  defendant  or  because  it  must 
be  assumed  to  be  acting  lawfully.  The  intervention  of 
parties  who  had  a  right  knowingly  to  produce  the  harmful 
result  between  the  defendant  and  the  harm  has  been  thought 
to  be  a  non-conductor  and  to  bar  responsibility,  AUen  v. 
Floods  [1898]  A.  C.  1,  121,  151,  etc.,  but  it  is  not  clear  that 
this  is  always  true,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  privileged 
repetition  of  a  slander,  Elmer  v.  Fessenden^  151  Mass.  359, 
362,  363,  or  the  malicious  and  unjustified  persuasion  to  dis- 
charge from  employment  Maran  v.  Dunphyj  177  Mass. 
486,  487.  The  fundamental  reason  is  that  it  is  a  contradio* 
tion  in  terms  to  say  that  within  its  jurisdiction  it  is  unlawful 
to  persuade  a  sovereign  power  to  bring  about  a  result  that  it 
declares  by  its  conduct  to  be  desirable  and  proper.  It  does 
not,  and  foreign  courts  can  not,  admit  that  the  influences 
were  improper  or  the  results  bad.  It  makes  the  persuasion 
lawful  by  its  own  act.  The  very  meaning  of  sovereignty  is 
that  the  decree  of  the  sovereign  makes  law.  See  Kawanana- 
koa  V.  Polyblankj  205  U.  S.  349,  353.  In  the  case  of  private 
persons  it  consistently  may  assert  the  freedom  of  the  im- 
mediate parties  to  an  injury  and  yet  declare  that  certain 
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persuasions  addressed  to  them  are  wrong.  See  Angle  v. 
Chicago^  St.  Pavlj  Minneapolis  <6  Omaha  Ry,  Co.^  151  U.  S. 
1, 1^21.    Fletcher  v.  Peck^  6  Cranch,  87, 130, 181. 

The  plaintiff  relied  a  good  deal  on  Rafael  v.  Verelstj  2 
Wm.  Bl.  988.  Ibid.  1055.  But  in  that  case,  although  the 
Nabob  who  imprisoned  the  plaintiff  was  called  a  sovereign 
for  certain  purposes,  he  was  found  to  be  the  mere  tool  of 
the  defendant,  an  English  Governor.  That  hardly  could  be 
listened  to  concerning  a  really  independent  State.  But  of 
course  it  is  not  alleged  [359]  that  Costa  Kica  stands  in  that 
relation  to  the  United  Fruit  Company. 

The  acts  of  the  soldiers  and  officials  of  Costa  Rica  are  not 
alleged  to  have  been  without  the  consent  of  the  govern- 
ment and  must  be  taken  to  have  been  done  by  its  order.  It 
ratified  them,  at  all  events,  and  adopted  and  keeps  the  posses- 
sion taken  by  them.  O^ReUly  de  Caraara  v.  Brooke,  209 
U.  S.  45,  52.  The  Paguete  Habana,  189  U.  S.  453,  465. 
Dempsey  v.  Chambers^  154  Mass.  330,  332.  The  injuries 
to  the  plantation  and  supplies  seem  to  have  been  the  direct 
effect  of  the  acts  of  the  Costa  Rican  Government,  which  is 
holding  them  under  an  adverse  claim  of  right.  The  claim 
for  them  must  fall  with  the  claim  for  being  deprived  of  the 
use  and  profits  of  the  place.  As  to  the  buying  at  a  high 
price,  etc.,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  we  have  no  ground  for 
supposing  that  it  was  unlawful  in  the  countries  where  the 
purchases  were  made.  Giving  to  this  complaint  every  rea- 
sonable latitude  of  interpretation  we  are  of  opinion  that  it 
alleges  no  case  under  the  Act  of  Congress  and  discloses  noth- 
ing that  we  can  suppose  to  have  been  a  tort  Tfhere  it  was 
done.  A  conspiracy  in  this  country  to  do  acts  in  another 
jurisdiction  does  not  draw  to  itself  those  acts  and  make 
them  unlawful,  if  they  are  permitted  by  the  local  law. 

Further  reasons  might  be  given  why  this  complaint  should 
not  be  upheld,  but  we  have  said  enough  to  dispose  of  it  and 
to  indicate  our  general  point  of  view. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Hablai^  concurs  in  the  result 
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[396]  PEOPLE'S  TOBACCO  CO.,  LIMITED,  t;.  AMERI- 
CAN TOBACCO  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit    May  3,  1909.) 

[170  Fed.  Rep.,  396.] 

Monopolies  (§  28) — Conbpibact  in  Restbaint  of  Intsbbtate  Oom- 
MBBGE — Action  fob  Damages. — A  petition  to  recover  threefold  dam- 
ages for  injury  to  plalntifTs  business  in  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce, under  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  §  7.  26  Stet  210 
(U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202),  states  a  cause  of  action,  where  it 
alleges  that  plaintiff  was  a  manufacturer  of  tobacco  which  it  sold 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  and  facts  showing  that  defend- 
ants conspired  to  render  Its  business  unprofitable  and  ruin  and 
destroy  the  same  through  competing  corporations,  which  they 
secretly  controlled,  by  enticing  away  its  workmen,  by  compelling 
it  to  pay  more  than  the  normal  price  for  leaf  tobacco,  and  to  adopt 
unnecessary  and  expensive  means  to  sell  its  products,  and  that 
such  conspiracy  was  carried  out  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  in  a  sum 
stated;  such  acts  constituting  both  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  inter- 
state commerce  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  the  same,  in  violation 
of  sections  1  and  2  of  the  act.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  f  18;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  28.1 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana. 

OmittlDg  the  several  letters  and  other  exhibits  referred  to,  the 
following  are  all  the  averments  and  statements  of  the  plalntlfTF 
petition  filed  in  the  court  below: 

"The  petition  of  the  People's  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  and  created  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Louisiana,  domiciled  in  the  parish  of  Orleans,  state  of  Louisiana,  and 
a  citizen  of  said  state.  In  the  Eastern  district  thereof,  and  a  resident 
of  said  state,  through  J.  Oury,  its  president,  respectfully  representa: 

"That  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  a  corporation  organized 
under  and  created  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and  a 
citizen  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company. 
Limited,  a  corporation  organized  under  and  created  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  and  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  domiciled  and  doing 
business  in  the  parish  of  Orleans,  in  said  state,  and  Augustus  Craft,  a 
citizen   of  the  state  of   Louisiana,    residing   in   New    Orleana.   La., 


«  Rehearing  denied  June  7,  1909. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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within  the  Bastern  district  of  the  state  of  Louisiana,  are  indd[>ted 
an  to  your  petitioner,  in  solido,  in  the  sum  of  |234,090  for  this,  to  wit : 

"That  yottr  petitioner  was  organised  and  created  under  the  law» 
of  the  state  of  Louisiana  on  June  20,  1699,  by  an  act  passed  before 
Edward  Dinkelspi^,  a  notary  public  for  the  parish  of  Orleans,  La., 
for  the  purposes  to  be  her^nafter  set  forth: 

"That  on  or  about  the  7th  day  of  January,  1890,  the  American 
Tobacco  Company  was  organized  and  created  under  the  laws  of  tho 
state  of  New  Jersey. 

"That  a  corporation  known  as  the  Ajnerican  Tobacco  Company 
was  organized  and  created  for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  the  control 
and  controlling  interest  in  certain  corporations  and  firms  and  absorb- 
ing the  business  of  said  concerns ;  said  corporation  being  formed  with 
a  capital  stock  of  $25,000,000,  being  $10,000,000  of  preferred  stock  and 
$15,000,000  of  common  stock,  and  said  corporation  taking  over  the 
business  of  the  following  concerns  and  distributing  its  stock  therefor 
as  follows: 


AUen  &  Ointer 

W.  DakflB'  Sons  &  Co 
Kiimey  Tobacco  Co. . . 

W.  S.  KimbaU  Co 

Goodwin  dc  Co 


Preferred. 

Common. 

13,000,000 
3,000,000 
2,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 

94,600,000 
4,600,000 
3,000,000 
1,600,000 
1,600,000 

Total. 


17,600,000 
7,600,000 
6,000,000 
2,600,000 
2,600,000 


[  S97  ]  "  Tour  petitioner  shows :  That  the  articles  of  incorporation 
declare  the  purpose  of  the  company  to  be  to  carry  on  its  operations 
In  all  the  other  states  and  territories  of  the  United  States  and  in 
Great  Britain  and  all  foreign  countries. 

"That  the  said  charter  was  amended  in  1901,  and  by  said  amend- 
ment the  American  Tobacco  Company  was  given  the  power  to  guar- 
antee the  securities  of  other  corporations.  That  the  first  board  of 
directors  was  composed  of  James  B.  Duke,  B.  N.  Duke,  George  Arents, 
and  George  W.  Watts,  who  have  remained  thereon  continuously,  and 
William  H.  Butler,  Charles  G.  Emery,  Lewis  Ginter,  Francis  S.  Kin- 
ney, William  S.  Kimball,  and  John  Pope.  That  each  of  said  directors 
owned  an  interest  and  participated  in  managing  one  of  the  acquired 
concerns.  That  about  1891  and  subsequently  the  American  Tobacco 
Company  began  to  enter  into  contracts,  combinations,  and  conspira- 
cies in  unlaful  restraint  of  trade  in  leaf  tobacco  and  manufactured 
tobacco  and  cigarettes,  oppressing  with  ferocious  competition  and  un- 
fair trade  measures,  forcing  competitors  to  sell  their  manufactories, 
business,  trade  brands,  and  the  controlling  interest  in  such  rival  cor- 
porations and  good  will,  and  using  the  names  of  said  corporations 
for  the  purpose  of  organizing  more  successfully  against  its  remain- 
ing competitors,  and  thus  fighting  and  destroying  them.  That  said 
American  Tobacco  Company  as  then  organized,  called  in  this  petition* 


662  170  FEDEBAL  BEPOBTBB,  987. 

Statement  of  tbe  Oueu 

tbe  old  American  Tobacco  Compaiiy,  and  tbe  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany as  now  organized,  concealed  and  conceals  its  ownership  and 
control  of  acquired  companies  and  brands  for  the  purpose  of  crippling 
existing  competitors.  That  the  charges  made  against  the  American 
Tobacco  Company  in  this  canae  are  also  tme  of  tiie  Consolidated  !I\>- 
baoco  Company,  and  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  mentioned 
hereinafter. 

"  Your  petitioner  shows  that  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  was 
formed  in  December,  189S,  with  a  capital  of  175,000,000,  which  capital 
stock  was  increased  on  April  21,  1899,  to  $100,000,000.  That  the  char- 
ter of  said  corporation  recited : 

"'The  objects  for  which  this  corporation  is  formed  are  to  cnre 
leaf  tobacco,  and  to  buy,  manufacture,  and  sell  tobacco  in  any  and 
all  its  forms,  and  to  erect  and  otherwise  acquire  factories  and  build- 
ings, establish,  maintain,  and  operate  factories,  warehouses,  agencies, 
and  depots  for  the  storing,  preparation,  cure,  and  manufacture  of  Its 
tobacco,  and  for  its  sale  and  distribution,  and  to  transport  or  cause 
the  same  to  be  transported  as  an  article  of  commerce,  and  to  do  any 
and  all  things  incideotal  to  the  business  of  trading  and  manufactur- 
ing aforesaid. 

"'This  corporation  shall  have  the  power  to  conduct  its  businees, 
or  any  portion  of  it,  in  all  other  states  and  territories,  colonies  and 
dependencies  of  the  United  States,  and  in  Great  Britain  and  Canada, 
and  all  other  foreign  countries,  to  have  one  or  more  offices  out  of  the 
state  of  New  Jersey,  and  to  hold,  purchase,  lease,  mortgage,  and  con- 
vey real  and  personal  property  out  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  as 
well  as  in  said  state.  That  said  charter  was  amended  on  or  about 
April  20,  1901,  and  by  said  amendment  the  corporation  was  giyen 
the  further  power  to  indorse  or  otherwise  guarantee  the  principal 
or  interest,  or  both,  of  and  on  any  bonds,  debentures,  or  promissory 
notes  that  may  be  made,  Issued,  or  uttered  by  any  corporation  in 
which  said  company  has  a  substantial  Interest  as  stockholder,  pro- 
Tided  that  authority  for  such  indorsement  or  guaranty  be  first  ob- 
tained from  the  board  of  directors  by  resolution  hsTlng  the  fsTorable 
vote  of  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  whole  board.  That  James  B.  Duke 
and  John  B.  Cobb  were  among  the  Incorporators  with  James  B.  Duke 
as  president* 

"  That  in  June,  1901,  in  pursuance  of  the  general  scheme  and  pur- 
poses heretofore  described  to  secure  tbe  retirement  of  competition, 
hinder  and  restrain  foreign  and  Interstate  commerce  in  tobacco  and 
its  products,  exclude  others  therefrom,  and  acquire  therein  a  monop- 
oly, the  directors,  officers,  and  stockholders  of  the  American  Tobac-co 
Company,  and  tbe  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  caused  to  l>e  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, with  a  capital  stock  of  $30,000,000,  which  capital  was  afterwards 
Increased  to  $40,000,000. 

"  The  objects  for  which  the  said  corporation  was  formed  la  shown 
by  the  charter  to  be  as  follows: 
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[898]  '''To  dry  and  cure  leaf  totmcco,  to  buy,  manafactnre,  sell 
and  otherwise  deal  In  tobacco  and  the  prodacts  of  tobacco  in  any  and 
all  forms. 

" '  To  construct  or  otherwise  acquire  and  hold,  own,  maintain  and 
operate  warehouses,  ftictories,  offices  and  other  buildings,  structures 
and  appliances  for  the  drying,  curing,  storing,  manufacture,  sale 
and  distribution  of  tobacco  and  Its  products.  To  purchase  or  other- 
wise acquire  and  hold,  sell,  assign,  transfer,  mortgage,  pledge  or 
otherwise  dispose  of  the  shares  of  capital  stock  of,  or  any  bonds, 
security  or  other  eTldences  of  indebtedness  created  by  any  other 
corporation  of  this  or  any  other  state  or  government,  and  to  issue 
its  own  dbligatlons  in  payment  or  in  exchange  therefor,  or  for  any 
purpose  of  its  incorporation,  and  to  secure  such  obligations  by  pledge 
or  mortgage  under  deed  of  trust  or  otherwise  of  the  shares  of  capital 
stock  or  bonds,  securities  or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness  so  ac- 
quired, or  of  any  other  property  of  the  corporation. 

*"To  guarantee  dividends  on  any  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
any  corporation  in  which  this  corporation  has  any  interest  as  stock- 
holder, and  to  indorse  or  otherwise  guarantee  the  principal  and 
Interest,  or  either,  of  any  bonds,  securities  or  other  evidences  of 
indebtedness  created  by  any  corporation  in  which  this  corporation 
has  such  an  interest,  provided  that  authority  for  any  such  indorsement 
or  guarantee  be  first  given  by  resolution  adopted  by  at  least  two- 
thirds  of  the  whole  board  of  directors  of  this  corporation. 

"'To  carry  on  any  business  operation  deemed  by  the  corporation 
to  be  necessary  or  advisable  in  connection  with  any  of  the  objects 
of  its  incorporation  or  in  furtherance  of  any  thereof,  or  tending  to 
increase  the  value  of  its  property.    •    •    • ' 

"  The  said  consolidated  Tobacco  Ck)mpany  was  given  by  its  charter 
the  right  to  do  business  in  all  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States  and  in  foreign  countries.  The  stock  was  subscribed  by  few 
individuals  closely  associated  with  the  management  of  the  old  com- 
pany. James  B.  Duke  was  at  all  times  president,  Thomas  F.  Ryan, 
John  B.  Cobb,  and  0.  0.  Dula  were  vice  presidents,  and  the  board 
of  directors  was  composed  of  directors  of  the  old  company. 

"Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  on  or  about  September  9, 
1904,  the  management  of  the  said  American  Tobacco  Company,  the 
Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  and  the  Continental  Tobacco  Com- 
pany formed  an  agreement  by  which  they  were  to  take  over  the 
interest  and  business  of  each  of  the  said  named  companies,  and  at 
the  same  time  take  over  their  controlling  interests  in  all  subsidiaiy 
corporations,  the  whole  to  be  contained  in  and  owned  by  a  corpora- 
tion known  as  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  one  of  the  defendants 
in  this  case,  all  of  which  wiU  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  by 
reference  to  a  copy  of  said  agreement  annexed  to  this  petition  and 
made  part  hereof,  marked  'Bxhibit  A.' 
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''That  said  American  Tobacco  Compuaj  mm  formed  Into  a  corpo- 
ration in  October,  1904,  with  James  B.  Duke  as  preaideiit,  and  Jolm 

B.  Cobb,  G.  C.  Dula,  William  R.  Harris,  and  Percival  8.  Hill,  vice 
presidents.  That  all  the  property  of  the  merged  companies  became 
the  property  of  the  American  Tobacco  Oompany  now  operating 
branches  nnder  its  own  name  and  in  the  name  of  different  corpora- 
tions owned  and  controlled  by  it  in  Richmond,  Vs.,  Newport  NewB» 
Vs.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  New  York  City.  Loaisrille,  Ky.,  and  other 
cities.  That  said  American  Tobacco  Company,  acting  in  its  own 
name,  owns  and  controls  a  great  number  of  Incorporate  instltatioBS 
and  dictates  the  election  of  their  directors.  Tluit  defendant  and  all 
subsidiary  corporations  are  engaged  in  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce. 

"  Now  your  petitioner  shows  that  yonr  petitioner  was  organised  as 
aforesaid  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  general  cigar,  cigarette, 
and  tobacco  business,  including  manufacturing,  buying,  selling,  and 
exporting  tobacco  to  foreign  countries,  and  carrying  on  of  said  busi- 
ness throughout  the  world,  and  since  its  organisation  has  carried  on 
an  extensive  interstate  and  foreign  business,  selling  its  products  In 
New  York,  Texas,  Illinois,  New  Mexico,  Arisona,  and  in  the  B^ublle 
of  Mexico. 

*'  Your  petitioner  further  shows :  That  among  its  stockholders  was 
Augustus  Craft,  who  owned  00  shares  of  the  capital  stock  in  your 
petitioner,  and  was  a  director  of  your  petitioner,  and  who  afterwards 
acquired  one  share  of  stock  from  one  Grabenheimer,  thus  becoming 
the  owner  of  51  shares,  or  a  controll[SM]ing  interest  in  your 
petitioner.  That  on  or  about  June  9, 1900,  said  Craft  sold  to  J.  Oury 
26  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  People's  Tobacco  Company, 
Limited,  as  your  petitioner  was  losing  money  in  getting  its  enterprise 
under  way,  and  on  or  about  the  2l8t  day  of  NoTember,  1902,  said 
Craft  having  familiarized  himself  with  yonr  petitioner's  business, 
sold  to  J.  Oury,  president  of  your  petitioner,  his  remaining  26  sharea 
That  shortly  after  the  said  Craft  had  parted  with  his  interest  in 
your  petitioner's  business,  conspiring  with  and  acting  undor  the  advice 
and  controlling  management  of  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Oonq;iany, 
the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  and  the  old  American  Tobacco 
Company,  before  the  consolidation  of  the  said  three  companies,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  your  petitioner's  business,  and  in  the 
interest  of  the  said  companies,  which  were  consolidated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  restraining  trade  and  cutting  off  competition  by  every  nnlaw- 
ful  means  and  at  the  suggestion  of  the  said  companies  and  of  Caleb 

C.  Dula,  who  with  Percival  S.  Hill  were  the  principal  agents  of  the 
said  companies  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  rival  concerns,  organ- 
ized the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  which  corporation  was 
created  on  or  about  the  14th  day  of  May,  1003,  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Iiouisiana  by  notarial  act  before  Felix  J.  Dreyfus,  notary 
public.    That  the  business  was  to  become  a  going  concern  when  60 
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sharee  were  subscribed.  That  said  Graft  8ab8crit>ed  for  42  shares  of 
stock ;  ESyerett  G.  Lawrence,  2  shares ;  Louis  P.  Rice,  2  shares ;  Pearl 
Wlffht,  1  share;  J.  Watts  Kearney,  1  share;  J.  A.  Blaffer,  1  share; 
and  liUther  Sextin,  1  share.  That  on  May  15,  1908,  said  Graft  wrote 
to  Caleb  G.  Dula  that  he  held  $10,000  of  the  stock  and  that  the  whole 
$50,000  was  paid  in  and  in  bank. 

*'  Now  your  petitioner  alleges  and  charges :  That  the  $50,000  or 
three-fourths  thereof  was  furnished  by  the  Continental  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  and  the  old  American  To- 
bacco Company,  or  one  of  them.  Your  petitioner  shows  that  the  stock- 
holders of  said  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  and  the  directors, 
except  said  Craft,  were  mere  figureheads,  or  persons  interposed  to 
deceive  the  public  as  to  the  real  ownership  of  said  corporation.  That 
it  was  provided  in  the  charter  of  said  corporation  that  the  directors 
could  be  removed  at  any  time  by  the  stockholders  at  a  meeting  called 
by  a  majority  of  said  stockholders. 

"  Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  the  stock  in  said  corporation 
after  the  signing  of  said  corporation  and  the  payment  of  the  sums  of 
money  subscribed  thereto  was  held  in  the  following  proportions: 
Augustus  Craft,  25  per  cent;  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  the 
old  American  Tobacco  Company,  nud  the  Continental,  or  one  or  two 
of  these  companies,  owning  the  remaining  75  per  cent,  but  that  it  is 
impossible  to  say  exactly  how  this  stock  was  held,  as  the  ofQcers  of 
the  American  Tobacco  Company,  the  successor  of  the  foregoing  three 
companies,  deny  under  oath  knowing  how  the  said  stock  was  and  is 
held,  but  admit  that  it  was  controlled  by  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  the  composing  companies. 

"Now  your  petitioner  shows  that  after  the  first  three  years  of  its 
creation,  through  industry  and  skillful  management  and  extensive 
advertising,  it  built  up  a  large  business  notwithstanding  the  expenses 
incidental  to  starting  such  business,  and  after  certain  losses  succeeded 
in  making  in  the  year  ending  June  15, 1902,  the  sum  of  $19,497.36. 

**  That  in  the  next  year,  ending  June  15,  1908,  owing  to  your  peti- 
tioner  having  established  a  trade,  particularly  that  part  of  the  labor- 
ing class  belonging  to  unions,  as  your  petitioner  employed  none  but 
union  men  and  catered  to  that  particular  class,  your  petitioner's  net 
profits  for  the  said  year  increased  to  the  sum  of  $404282.83.  That  it 
was  then  that  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  the  Continental 
Tobacco  Company,  and  the  old  American  Tobacco  Company,  or  one 
or  two  of  them,  conspired  as  aforesaid  with  said  Augustus  Craft  for 
destroying  said  petitioner's  business,  and  created  the  said  Craft  To- 
bacco Company,  Limited.  That  said  companies,  or  one  or  two  of  them, 
and  the  said  Craft  undertook  the  formation  of  the  said  Craft  To- 
bacco Company,  Limited,  to  take  away  your  petitioner's  hands,  and 
on  or  about  May  6,  1903,  said  Craft  communicated  with  petitioner's 
foreman,  tobacco  cutter,  and  engineer,  and  on  May  21,  1003,  notified 
Perdval  S.  Hill,  in  charge  of  said  companies,  that  he  had  the  head 
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engineer  and  foreman  of  the  People's  Tobacco  Company  with  him  and 
expected  to  draw  his  labor  supply  from  the  People'&  That  said  com- 
[400]pany  has  also  attempted  and  undertook  to  cause  strikes  at  said 
time  among  your  petitioner's  employes.  That  said  Graft,  through 
the  bribery  of  the  labor  agent,  by  giving  him  a  commission  upon  ma- 
chinery, undertook  to  deceive  the  labor  unions  of  New  Orleans  into 
the  belief  that  he  was  in  no  wise  connected  with  said  companies  now 
consolidated  with  the  American  Tobacco  Company;  the  said  labor 
unions  at  said  time  having  already  refused  to  have  anything  to  do 
with  said  companies  as  being  monopolies  or  trusts  In  restraint  of 
trade.  That  at  said  time  your  petitioner  was  the  only  tobacco  com- 
pany in  New  Orleans  which  had  the  union  trade  and  the  union  label, 
and  the  said  three  above-mentioned  companies,  to  wit,  the  old  Ameri- 
can Tobacco  Company,  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  and  the 
Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  were  forbidden  the  use  of  the  union 
label. 

"  Your  petitioner  shows  that  it  was  understood  between  the  Ameri- 
can Tobacco  Company  and  the  said  Augustus  Craft  that  said  Craft 
was  not  to  interfere  with  the  Louisiana  Tobacco  Company  and  the 
Irby  Tobacco  Company,  but  was  to  confine  his  business  to  securing 
your  petitioner's  customers 

"Your  petitioner  further  shows:  That,  as  soon  as  the  said  Craft 
Tobacco  Company  had  secured  the  union  label  and  union  labor  as 
aforesaid  in  1903,  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  the  Continental 
Tobacco  Company,  and  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  or  one  or 
two  of  them,  began  to  arrange,  and  did  arrange,  through  their  various 
subsidiary  corporations,  particularly  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company, 
Limited,  for  giving  rebates  to  customers  by  giving  a  package  of  ciga- 
rettes for  the  return  of  20  covers.  That,  the  said  acts  of  said  com- 
panies having  been  forbidden  by  governmental  officials,  they  put  in 
prize  coupons  in  the  cigarettes  sold  by  the  said  Craft  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, Limited,  thus  holding  out  a  further  inducement  to  your  peti- 
tioner's customers  to  buy  tobacco  from  them  through  the  Craft  To- 
bacco Company,  Limited,  and  after  all  of  said  acts  and  other  acts 
hereinafter  mentioned  on  the  part  of  said  company,  and  by  reason 
thereof,  your  petitioner's  business  fell  off  from  $40,282.83,  net  profit 
from  July  8,  1902,  to  June  1,  1903,  to  $20,563.40,  from  June  1,  1903, 
to  June  1,  1904 ;  and  to  $13,934.91  from  June  1,  1904,  to  June  1,  1905 ; 
and  to  $8,017.59  from  June  1, 1905,  to  June  1, 1906.  That  on  or  about 
December  14, 1904,  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  through  Nathaniel 
Dorth  and  others,  conspired  to  destroy  and  did  destroy  in  same  man- 
ner your  petitioner's  black  leaf  buslnesa 

"Your  petitioner  shows:  That  in  June,  1905,  your  petitioner,  real- 
izing that  its  business  was  being  driven  out  by  the  Craft  Tobacco 
Company,  Limited,  particularly,  and  by  the  Louisiana  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  the  Irby  Tobacco  Company,  both  of  said  corporations  being 
oontroUed  and  owned  by  defendant  American  Tobacco  Company  and 
its  compriBlng  companies,  but  at  that  time  knowing  of  no  conspiracy 
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of  coHiiBlon  between  the  said  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  the 
Continental  Tobacco  Company,  the  Conaolldated  Tobacco  Company, 
and  the  old  and  new  American  Tobacco  Companies,  began  Issning,  In 
self-defense,  one-qnarter  cent  coupons  in  its  tobacco  packages  and 
half-cent  coupons  In  its  cigarettes  in  June,  1905.  That  in  order  to 
compete  with  said  companies  from  June,  1906,  to  December,  1907, 
your  petitioner  spent  on  said  coupons  the  sum  of  $61,074.00,  but  that 
through  the  use  of  said  coupons,  and  because  of  the  advocacy  of  high 
license  by  Augustus  Craft  in  the  city  council,  of  which  he  was  a 
member,  the  business  of  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  began 
to  fiall  off,  and.  Its  usefulness  to  said  American  Tobacco  Company 
being  at  an  end,  your  petitioner  is  Informed  and  belieyes  and  charges 
that  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  made  defendant  in  this  case,  in 
the  latter  part  of  the  year  of  1907,  sold  its  stock  back  to  Augustus 
Graft. 

**  Your  petitioner  shows :  That  its  expenses  for  sale,  and  outside  of 
the  cost  of  manufacturing,  amounted  during  the  fiscal  year  from  July, 

1902,  to  July,  1908,  to  $9,617.18.    That  said  expenses  from  June  1, 

1903,  to  June  1,  1904,  amounted  to  $7,012.15.  That  its  expenses  from 
June  1,  1904,  to  June  1,  1905,  amounted  to  $9,948.31.  That  its  ex- 
penses from  June  1,  1905,  to  June  1,  1906,  amounted  to  $22,451.90. 
That  its  expenses  from  June  1,  1906,  to  June  1,  1907,  amounted  to 
$24,761.84.  That  these  expenses  do  not  include  the  expenses  of  manu- 
facture, among  which  is  included  the  cost  of  coupons,  already  stated. 

"  Your  petitioner  shows  that  the  management  of  the  Craft  Tobacco 
Company,  Limited,  was  left  by  the  corporation  or  corporations  own- 
ing a  controlling  in[401]terest  therein  to  Caleb  C.  Dula  and  Percival 
S.  Hill  for  the  better  carrying  into  effect  their  illegal  operations, 
schemes,  and  combinations  against  the  interstate  commerce,  and  that 
the  acts  of  said  Hill  and  said  Dula  were  the  acts  of  the  corporation. 

"Your  petitioner  further  alleges  that,  where  it  is  charged  in  this 
petition  that  said  P.  S.  Hill  or  C.  C.  Dula  did  or  performed  any  act, 
it  is  meant  and  charged  that  the  said  Percival  S.  Hill  and  Cal^  C. 
Dula,  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company, 
the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  or  the  old  American  Tobacco 
Company,  or  after  the  month  of  October,  1904,  were  acting  In  behalf 
of  the  interest  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company  made  defendant 
in  this  case. 

*'  Your  petitioner  shows :  That  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  in 
1903  secretly  bought  out  the  Pinkerton  Tobacco  Company  at  Zanesvillc. 
Ohio,  and  by  secret  correspondence,  letters  being  addressed  by  John  W. 
Pinkerton,  the  manager  of  the  Pinkerton  Tobacco  -Company,  and  Its 
president,  to  the  American  Tobacco  Company  under  the  assumed 
name  of  J.  P.  Williams,  Madison  Square,  New  York.  That,  in  order 
better  to  carry  out  their  purposes,  often  herein  described,  certain  com- 
panies belonging  to  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  the  Consoli- 
dated Tobacco  Company,  and  the  old  and  new  American  Tobacco 
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Company,  among  others,  the  American  Snuff  Ck>mpany,  the  American 
Cigar  Company,  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company,  R.  A.  Patterson 
Tobacco  Company,  Standard  Snuff  Company,  Pinkerton  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, F.  R.  Penn  Tobacco  Company,  Night  &  Day  Tobacco  Company, 
Wells  Whlthead  Tobacco  Company,  NaU  &  Williams  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, and  others,  were  made  to  maintain  separate  purchslng  and 
sales  departments  with  agents  to  purchase  and  solicit  trade  for  them 
In  many  different  states,  and  through  them  the  said  companies  buy 
supplies  of  leaf  tobacco  and  sell  and  distribute  their  products  as  a 
part  of  Interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  that  all  said  companies, 
either  directly  or  Indirectly,  report  to  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, which,  under  agreements  and  a  general  plan  of  operation  chiefly 
through  P.  S.  Hill  and  C.  C.  Dula,  decide  how  and  where  said  com- 
panies may  operate  and  fix  prices  stifling  interstate  competition. 

**  Your  petitioner  further  shows :  That  through  the  said  R.  J.  Rey- 
nolds Tobacco  Company,  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  and  Its 
composing  companies,  particularly  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  have  acquired  the  ma- 
jority of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Lipfert  Scales  Company,  pre- 
serving its  authorization  and  corporate  name,  but  In  combination  and 
agreement  refrain  from  competing  with  said  company,  restraining 
interstate  commerce,  and  intending  to  monopolize  same.  That  said 
R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Company  holds  the  majority  of  capital  stock 
of  the  Andrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  of  the  Amsterdam  Supply 
Company,  and  other  companies  for  the  same  purpose. 

"  Your  petitioner  further  shows :  That  in  February,  1903,  the  Con 
tlnental  Tobacco  Company  secretly  acquired  the  control  of  Nail  & 
Williams  Tobacco  Company,  a  Kentucky  corporation  long  engaged  in 
Louisville,  Ky.,  successfully  In  Interstate  commerce  and  In  leaf  manu- 
factured tobacco,  drying  tobacco  leaf  in  different  states,  and  selling, 
shipping,  and  distributing  the  products  manufactured  therefrom 
throughout  the  United  States  and  abroad  In  competition  with  said 
company  and  the  American  Tobacco  Company.  That  the  owners  and 
persons  Interested  agreed  with  the  American  Tobacco  Company  not 
to  engage  In  trade  and  commerce  In  tobacco  or  its  products.  That 
the  separate  organization  of  the  acquired  company  has  been  pre- 
served, but  that  the  directors  have  at  all  times  since  been  selected  by 
the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  and  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, and  Its  business  has  been  conducted  under  an  agreement  with 
them  not  to  compete  in  the  purchase  of  leaf  tobacco  or  In  the  sale 
or  distribution  of  Its  product  and  In  combination  with  them  and 
without  competition  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  effect  of  restraining 
Interstate  commerce  and  foreign  trade  and  creating  a  monopoly 
therein.  Said  Nail  &  Williams  Company  have  concealed  and  denied, 
and  is  now  concealing  and  denying,  its  association  with  the  American 
Tobacco  Company,  and  has  been  used  by  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company  from  May,  1908,  to  the 
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latter  part  of  Kay,  1907,  as  agent  of  supply  to  destroy  competition. 
That  said  company  during  eaid  time  fnrnlshed  to  the  Graft  Tobacco 
Company  [402]  certain  brands  of  tobacco  at  a  low  rate,  lower  than 
said  tobacco  could  be  bought  elsewhere,  for  the  purpose  of  destroying 
your  petitioner's  business,  which  not  only  extended  to  Louisiana,  but 
to  all  of  the  adjoining  states  and  foreign  countries,  all  of  which  will 
more  fully  appear  by  reference  to  copy  of  an  extract  of  a  letter  of 
Angnstus  Graft  to  G.  G.  Dula,  dated  May  0,  1903,  and  the  extract  of 
a  letter  from  Augustus  Graft  to  Percival  S.  Hill,  dated  August  21, 
1903,  to  be  hereafter  annexed  to  this  petition,  and  made  part  hereof 
for  greater  certainty. 

^Your  petitioner  shows  that  the  tobacco  furnished  to  the  Graft 
Tohacco  Gompany  was  furnished  by  the  present  American  Tobacco 
Company  and  Continental  Tobacco  Gompany  and  the  Consolidated 
Tobacco  Gompany,  from  the  Nail  &  Williams  Tobacco  Gompany,  their 
agents  as  aforesaid  at  LouiSTllle,  Ky.,  and  from  other  states,  at  a 
cheaper  rate  than  your  petitioner,  who  is  also  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce,  could  buy  on  the  marlcet,  said  discriminating  rate  being 
made  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  your  petitioner,  who  was  also  en- 
gaged In  Interstate  commerce,  all  of  which  will  more  fully  and  at 
large  appear  by  reference  to  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  August  10,  1908, 
written  by  P.  B.  Hill,  vice  president  of  the  American  Tobacco  Gom- 
pany and  managing  director  of  said  company  and  of  the  Consolidated 
Tobacco  Gompany  and  the  Continental  Tobacco  Gompany,  to  be  here- 
after annexed  to  this  petition,  said  letter  being  written  to  Augustus 
Craft 

''Your  petitioner  shows:  That  defendant's  schemes  and  purposes 
were  conducted  in  secrecy,  and  even  the  correspondence  between  the 
said  Augustus  Graft  and  G.  G.  Dula  and  P.  8.  Hill,  in  their  capadtlee 
as  Tlce  president  and  managers  aforesaid,  being  conducted  under  an 
assumed  name,  the  said  Graft  in  1903  going  under  the  name  of  Mrs. 
B.  G.  Graft,  and  afterwards  of  Mrs.  Elvira  Gustine,  and  the  said 
P.  8.  Hill  assuming  the  name  and  address  of  Helen  V.  Simmonds,  at 
305  Dolphin  street,  Baltimore,  Md.,  and  said  Dula  assuming  the  name 
and  address  of  D.  C.  Williams,  Madison  Square  Station,  New  York, 
all  of  which  win  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  by  reference  to  sub- 
stantial copies  of  extracts  of  said  letters  dated  June  8,  1908,  Septem- 
ber 2, 18,  and  28,  1903,  from  Augustus  Graft  to  P.  8.  Hill,  as  agent  of 
said  companies,  and  tf  letter  of  G.  G.  Dula  to  Augustus  Graft  of  May 
14,  1908,  and  a  letter  of  P.  8.  Hill,  as  agent  of  the  American  Tobacco 
Gompany  to  Augustus  Craft,  dated  November  7,  1904,  to  be  hereafter 
annexed  to  this  petition  for  greater  certainty. 

'^That  the  old  American  Tobacco  Company,  the  Continental  To- 
bacco Company,  and  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  or  one  or 
two  or  them,  on  or  about  June  8, 1903,  conspired  to  procure  the  same 
Icind  of  cigarette  pa];)er  as  was  used  by  your  i>etitloner.  Instead  of 
Rlalax,  the  better  to  prevent  buyers  from  connecting  said  Craft  Com- 
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pany  with  said  company,  all  of  wMch  will  mote  fully  and  at  lar^ee 
appear  from  copies  of  extracts  from  letters  written  by  Augustas 
Craft  to  Perclval  S.  Hill,  June  8, 1903,  and  July  24, 1903.  Tbat,  when 
RisUix  papor  was  used,  said  Craft  and  said  Dula,  on  or  about  May 
16,  1908,  and  before  said  date,  gave  out  to  the  public  that  any  one 
could  buy  said  paper  on  the  market  at  a  reasonable  pricey  all  of 
which  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  by  reference  to  a  letter 
of  Augustus  Craft  to  C.  C.  Dula,  dated  May  16,  1903,  to  be  here- 
after annexed  to  this  petition  for  greater  certainty. 

''That  the  purchase  of  tobacco  by  Augustus  Craft  fbr  the  Craft 
Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  on  or  about  the  7th  of  November,  190«^ 
and  the  latter  poriods,  was  partially  carried  on  through  a  broker 
to  prevent  the  public  from  gaining  knowledge  of  true  ownendilp  or 
control  of  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company.  That  in  July,  1903,  Perdval 
B.  Hill,  in  his  capacity  of  vice  president  and  managing  director  and 
agent  in  shipping  tobacco  to  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company  and  other 
articles,  was  requested  to  destroy  the  marks  contained  thereon  for 
the  same  purpose,  all  of  which  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear- 
by  reference  to  copies  of  letters  written  by  Augustus  Craft  to  Peidval 
S.  Hill,  dated  July  18  and  24,  1903,  to  be  hereafter  annexed  for 
greater  certainty. 

"  Your  petitioner  shows :  That  at  said  time,  in  order  to  conceal  Its 
objects  from  the  public,  to  wit,  the  destruction  of  petitioner's  domes- 
tic and  interstate  business,  it  was  planned  to  have  the  Irby  TolMeco 
Company,  a  well-known  branch  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company, 
to  pretend  to  be  opposed  to  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited. 

[408]  "That  your  petitioner  used  union  labor  exclusively  in  its 
factory  and  store,  and,  as  already  stated,  the  unions  had  long  since 
refused  to  buy  goods  that  did  not  contain  the  union  label  and  to  bu; 
of  the  corporations  which  now  compose  the  American  Tobaeeo  Com- 
pany* and  that  one  of  the  principal  objects  of  the  Craft  Tobacco 
Company,  by  defendant  and  the  companies  which  composed  It,  was 
to  fight  your  petitioner  by  securing  said  trade,  the  object  being 
particularly  the  destruction  of  a  large  business  which  your  petltkmer 
had  built  up  in  Louisiana  and  adjoining  states  and  in  foreign  coun^ 
tries,  all  of  which  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  by  reterence 
to  letters  of  Augustus  Craft  to  P.  S.  Hill,  acting  as  agent  aforesaid, 
dated  June  20,  1903,  July  17,  1903,  July  24,  1903,  August  21,  1903, 
September  23,  1903,  copies  of  extracts  of  which  to  be  hereafter  an- 
nexed for  greater  certainty. 

"Your  petitioner  shows  that  under  the  management  of  the  said 
Hill  and  said  Dula,  conspiring  with  said  Craft,  the  Louisiana  Tobacco 
Company,  Limited,  owned  by  defendant  and  formerly  one  or  more 
of  the  companies  composing  defendant,  and  the  W.  R.  Irby  Tobacco 
Company,  a  branch  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  owned  by 
defendant  and  formerly  by  the  Continental  Tobacco  Company,  were 
k^t  In  Ignorance  of  the  purposes  or  managwacnt  of  the  American 
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Tobacco  Company,  or  at  least  it  was  so  pretended  to  said  Craft,  all  of 
which  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  by  reference  to  copy  of 
extracts  from  letters  of  Angnstns  Graft  to  Percival  S.  Hill,  dated 
May  21,  1003,  and  August  21,  1903,  and  extract  from  a  letter  of 
Perdval  S.  Hill  to  Augustus  Craft,  dated  July  23,  1903,  to  be  here- 
after amMxed  to  this  petition  and  made  part  hereof  for  greater 
certainty.    • 

''Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  during  the  year  1903,  up  to 
Jamiary  1,  1907,  and  all  during  the  period  in  which  the  controlling 
interest  of  the  Graft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  was  held  by  de- 
fendant and  composing  companies,  or  one  or  two  of  them,  your  peti- 
tioner's goods  were  discriminated  against  in  its  Louisiana  business 
as  well  as  in  its  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Tour  petitioner 
alleges  and  charges:  That  August  Glaudot  and  H.  Guenard  were 
paid  by  said  company,  through  one  Wackerbarth,  up  to  the  year  1901, 
and  through  agents  unknown  to  your  petitioner  after  said  date,  not 
to  adrertise  or  expose  for  sale  your  petitioner's  goods;  the  said 
Glaudot  recelTing  his  rent  free  for  that  consideration.  That  A.  A. 
Merrick  and  one  Keith  and  other  peddlers  received  a  bonus  from 
the  Oontlnental  Tobacco  Company  not  to  sell  petitioner's  goods. 

**  Your  petitioner  further  shows :  That  the  Jjouisiana  Tobacco  Com* 
pany  and  the  Irt>y  Tobacco  Company  and  other  agents  of  defendant 
and  its  composing  companies  were  all  employed  for  the  same  pur- 
pose. That  the  object  of  the  defendant  and  the  composing  companies 
was  to  drive  out  your  petitioner  as  a  competitor  for  its  local,  inter 
states  and  foreign  business,  and  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  and 
the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company,  the  Contin^tal  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, and  the  old  American  Tobacco  Company,  or  one  or  two  of  them, 
furnished  the  expenses  for  this  purpose  bnd  contributed  at  least  n 
part  of  the  expenses  for  this  purpose,  and  paid  subsidies  on  the  out- 
put of  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  all  of  which  will  more 
fully  and  at  large  appear  by  reference  to  letters  and  extracts  from 
letters  from  Augustus  Craft  to  P.  S.  Hill,  in  his  capacity  as  agent 
as  aforesaid,  dated  August  21,  1903,  September  5  and  September  23, 
1903,  and  October  6,  1903,  to  be  hereafter  annexed  to  this  petition  for 
greater  certainty. 

-^'Tour  petitioner  shows  that,  through  all  of  said  acts  of  the  said 
American  Tobacco  Company  and  its  composing  companies,  your  pe- 
titioner's net  profits  were  reduced  in  the  sum  of  $78,833,  and  your 
petitioner  has  been  damaged  and  injured  through  the  said  unlawful, 
illegal,  and  malicious  acts  of  defendants  in  said  sum,  and  that  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1890,  known  as  the  'Sherman  Act,' 
your  petitioner  is  entitled  to  recover  threefold  damages  and  the  costs 
of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

"Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  all  of  the  illegal  acts  afore- 
said of  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  the  composing  companies 
were  unknown  to  your  petitioner,  and  all  of  the  acts  of  said  Augustus 
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Craft  and  the  Graft  Tobacco  Company,  TiimltiMl,  were  unknown  to 
your  petitioner,  nntil  the  10th  day  of  Deconber,  1907,  or  some  daya 
after  aaid  date,  when  said  acts  were  brought  to  light  In  a  suit  of 
the  United  States  against  the  American  Tobacco  Compny  and  othvs, 
now  pending  in  tlie  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
[i04]  Southern  District  of  New  York,  and  that  until  said  exposure 
was  made  in  said  litigation,  your  petitioner  was  in  ignorance  of  proof 
against  said  defendant  and  unable  to  protect  its  rights.  Your  peti- 
tioner shows  that  its  sales  fell  off  as  aforesaid  from  the  organisation 
of  the  Craft  Company,  Limited,  on  the  14th  day  of  May,  1903»  up  to 
the  time  that  your  petitioner  began  to  use  the  coupons  and  to  incur 
the  extra  heayy  expense  thereof,  amounting  as  aforesaid  to  $01,000, 
all  of  which  expense  for  coupons  will  more  fully  appear  by  reference 
to  an  itemised  statement  annexed  to  this  petition  and  marked  'Ex- 
hibit B.* 

''Your  petitioner  shows  that  the  American  Tobacco  C<Hnpany  is 
represented  in  the  state  of  Louisiana  and  is  found  in  said  state,  and 
that  W.  R.  Irby  is  duly  appointed  the  agent  of  said  company. 

"  Wherefore  your  petitioner  prays  that  the  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  and  Augustus  Graft  be 
cited  to  answer  this  petition,  and,  after  all  due  and  legal  proceedings 
had,  that  said  American  Tobacco  Company,  the  Craft  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, Limited,  and  Augustus  Craft,  be  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
to  pay  your  petitioner  the  sum  of  |234,090,  being  threefold  the  amount 
of  damages  incurred  by  your  petitioner  and  suffered  by  him  tSirough 
the  acts  of  defendant,  and  for  a  reasonable  attorney's  tee,  and  for 
costs  and  all  general  reliel" 

Exceptions  having  been  sustained  to  this  petition,  the  plaintiff  filed 
the  following  supplemental  and  amended  petition  (the  exhibits  are 
omitted  here) : 

"The  supplemental  and  amended  petition  of  the  People's  Tobacco 
Company,  Limited,  filed  in  this  case  with  leave  of  court  first  had  and 
obtained,  respectfully  represents: 

"  That  your  petitioner  reiterates  and  reaflirms  the  allegations  cost- 
tained  in  its  original  petition,  and  further  represents : 

''That  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  the  Craft  Tobacco 
Company,  Limited,  and  Augustus  Craft  are  Indebted  unto  your  peti- 
tioner in  the  sum  of  |168,926.85  in  solldo,  as  damages,  which  damages, 
under  the  act  of  Congress  known  as  the  '  Sherman  Act,'  should  be 
increased  threefold. 

"Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  your  petitioner,  having  en- 
Joyed  the  large  business  set  out  in  petitioner's  original  petition,  in  the 
independent  trade  in  New  Orleans^  in  the  year  1003,  had  amassed  and 
built  up  a  trade  that  netted  your  petitioner,  in  its  business  year  from 
Jane  16, 1902,  until  June  15, 1908,  the  sum  of  $40,282.43. 

"That  in  the  succeeding  fiscal  year  ending  June  1,  1904,  through 
Hie  illegal  acts  of  defendants,  your  petitioner  lost  the  sum   of 
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119,719.43.  That  of  this  mim  |10,495  was  caased  by  the  Increase  in 
the  price  of  tobacco  by  the  defendants  ha  the  followhig  manner,  to 
wit: 

''That  the  said  American  Tobacco  Company  (and  the  old  American 
Tobacco  Company  and  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company  before  the 
formation  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company)  were  practically  under 
the  same  control  and  management  and  conspiring  together  against  all 
independent  companies,  and  particularly  your  petitioner. 

"That  said  last-named  companies.  In  1903,  and  thereafter,  secretly 
controlled  indiyldnals,  firms,  and  corporations,  carrying  on  their  con- 
spiracy against  Interstate  and  foreign  commerce  under  the  names  of 
such  individuals,  firms,  and  corporations.  That  among  such  firms 
controlled  by  said  Consolidated,  Continental,  and  old  American  To- 
bacco Companies,  and  afterwards,  in  October,  1904,  by  the  American 
Tobacco  Company,  was  the  Nail  &  Williams  Company  of  Louisyllle, 
and  B.  J.  O'Brien  &  Company,  also  of  Iiouisville,  Ky. 

''That  your  petitioner  purchased  most  of  its  tobacco  In  Louisville 
through  the  Louisville  Tobacco  Warehouse  Companies,  and  also  pur- 
chased some  tobacco  In  Cincinnati  through  the  Cincinnati  Tobacco 
Warehouse  Companies.  That  said  purchases  were  commonly  and 
usually  made  by  the  independent  companies  in  the  tobacco  business 
at  auction,  or  on  the  '  breaks,*  as  It  Is  commonly  called. 

"Now  your  petitioner  shows  that  at  said  sales  your  petitioner's 
brokers  were  made  to  pay  high  prices  for  its  tobacco  by  defendants, 
after  the  formation  of  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  to  carry 
out  the  object  of  destroying  your  ];)etitioner'8  business,  and  every 
facility  was  given  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  to  buy  at  a 
lower  rate  and  to  sell  at  a  lower  rate  than  petitioner  by  means  of 
discounts,  rebates,  and  larger  packages. 

[405]  "That  on  May  6, 1903,  in  furtherance  of  said  schemes.  Craft 
wrote  to  C.  C  Dula,  in  his  capacity  set  forth  in  the  original  petition, 
that  he  had  stopped  in  Louisville  and  secured  the  Nail  &  Williams 
account  That  on  November  7,  1904,  Perclval  S.  Hill,  in  his  capacity 
set  forth  in  the  original  petition,  wrote  Craft  showing  him  how  to 
secure  tobacco,  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  petitioner, 
said  Craft  was  instructed  to  buy  from  independent  brokers,  and  on 
or  about  June  16,  1903,  did  buy  from  J.  B.  Spurgln  &  Co.,  who  were 
acting  as  brokers  for  your  petitioner. 

"And  by  such  means  the  old  American  Tobacco  Company,  the  Con- 
tinental Tobacco  Company,  and  the  Consolidated  Tobacco  Company, 
and  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  or  one  or  two  of  them,  damaged 
your  petitioner  by  bidding  high  prices  on  tobacco  and  causing  your 
petitioner  to  buy  at  an  Increased  rate. 

"  That  in  petitioner's  fiscal  year  ending  June  1, 1906,  your  j)etitioner 
lost  the  sum  of  $26,347.92.  That  of  these  losses  110,654.55  were  due 
to  the  increased  prices  from  the  same  caosea. 
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**  That  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  1, 1906,  your  petitioner  lost  the 
sum  of  i82J206J24f  and  of  this  sum  %12,nSJ68  was  dne  to  the  increased 
prices  caused  your  petitioner  by  the  defendants  In  the  same  manner. 

''That  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jane  1,  1907,  your  petitioner  lost 
the  sam  of  114,514.85  through  the  same  causes,  making  a  total  of 
$62,957^,  throDgh  increased  prices  forced  upon  your  petitioner  by 
defendants. 

"  Petitioner  farther  shows  that  it  lost  in  profits  of  its  trade — 

In  the  year  ending  June  1,  1904,  the  sum  of |9, 224.43 

In  the  year  ending  June  1, 1905,  the  sum  of 15, 683. 35 

In  the  year  ending  June  1, 1905,  the  sum  of 19, 486. 66 

Making  a  total  loss  of  the  sum  of 44,394.44 

— caused  your  petitioner  by  the  organization  of  the  Craft  Company, 
Limited,  as  stated  in  your  petitioner's  original  petition,  by  the  taking 
away  of  your  petitioner's  trade  through  rebates  in  the  form  of  re- 
turn covers,  selling  larger  packages  of  tobacco,  and  unfairly  solicit- 
ing your  petitioner's  trade,  all  of  which  will  more  fully  appear  by 
reference  to  an  itemized  statement  of  all  of  your  petitioner's  ez- 
p^ises,  annexed  to  this  supplemental  and  amended  petition,  and 
all  of  your  petitioner's  productions^  including  tobacco,  snuff,  and 
cigarettes,  from  January  1,  1900.  to  June  16,  1900;  from  June  15, 
1900,  to  July  1,  1901;  from  July  1,  1901,  to  June  16,  1902;  from  June 
16,  1902,  to  June  1,  1903 ;  from  June  1,  1903,  to  June  1,  1904 ;  from 
June  1,  1904,  to  June  1,  1905;  from  June  1,  1905,  to  June  1,  1906; 
from  June  1, 1906,  to  June  1,  1907 — annexed  to  and  made  part  of  this 
petition  for  greater  certainty,  marked  '  Bxhibit  E.' 

"Your  petitioner  further  shows  that  the  damages  caused  to  your 
petitioner,  by  interference  with  your  petitioner's  workmen,  amount 
to  the  sum  of  $500. 

**  Your  petitioner  farther  shows  that  in  June,  1905,  your  petitioner 
was  forced,  by  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  who  began  underselling 
your  petitioner  by  putting  in  coupons,  to  put  in  coupons  in  the  cig- 
arette pack  worth  one-half  cent  each,  and  coupons  in  tobacco  pack- 
ages worth  one-quarter  cent  each,  redeemable  in  cash  by  any  one 
presenting  same. 

•*  That  your  petitioner  was  doing  a  large  and  extensive  trade  with- 
out these  coupons,  until  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  began 
to  take  away  from  petitioner's  business  as  aforesaid,  and  was  forced, 
in  June,  1006,  and  afterwards,  to  spend  the  sum  of  $61,074.60,  all  of 
which  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear  by  reference  to  an  item- 
ized statement  annexed  to  petitioner's  original  petition,  marked 
•  Bxhibit  B.' 

"That  your  petitioner  is  entitled  to  recover  from  defendants  the 
said  sum  of  $61,074.60. 

"Now  your  petitioner  shows:  That  your  petitioner  was  organized, 
as  stated  in  its  original  petition,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a 
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general  cigar,  cigarette,  and  tobacco  buaineas,  including  manatectnr- 
ins,  buying,  selling,  and  exporting  tobacco  to  foreign  countries  and 
throughout  the  different  states  of  the  United  States,  and  since  its  or- 
ganization has  carried  on  an  extensive  interstate  and  foreign  business, 
selling  its  products  in  New  York,  Ohio,  Illinois.  Texas,  New  Mexico, 
and  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  many  other  places. 

**  That  the  defendants  have  been  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  and 
in  commerce  with  foreign  countries  That  all  the  losses  of  your  peti- 
tioner herein  [406]  above  set  forth  have  been  caused  by  and  were 
the  result  of  conspiracy  between  the  said  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany and  the  component  companies  above  named,  Augustus  Craft, 
and  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited,  for  the  purpose  of  injur- 
ing your  petitioner  in  his  said  business,  and  in  violation  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States^  and  particularly  of  the  act  of  Congress  ap- 
proved July  2,  1890,  and  known  as  the  '  Sherman  Act* 

"Wherefore  your  petitioner  prays  that  the  defendants,  the  Amer- 
ican Tobacco  Company  and  the  Craft  Tobacco  Company,  Limited, 
and  Augustus  Craft,  be  cited  to  appear  and  answer  this  petition  (er), 
and  after  all  due  and  legal  proceedings  had,  there  be  judgment  in 
favor  of  your  petitioner,  and  against  the  defendants,  in  the  full  sum 
of  1168,926.85,  and  that  the  said  sum  should  be  trebled  in  accordance 
with  the  said  act  of  Congress,  and  the  said  treble  damages  should 
be  allowed  your  petitioner  as  against  the  said  defendants,  and  each 
of  them ;  and  petitioner  prays  for  reasonable  attorney's  fees,  and  for 
costs,  and  for  such  further  and  general  relief  as  the  court  may  deem 
Just  and  equitable." 

The  defendants  excepted  to  the  supplemental  and  amended  peti- 
ticm  on  the  following  ground : 
**  That  said  petition  fails  to  disclose  a  cause  or  right  of  action." 
The  court  sustained  the  exception,  "and  decreed  that  the  said 
exceptions  be  maintained,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  suit  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  dismissed  at  its  costs." 

The  plaintiff  brought  the  case  to  this  court  by  writ  of  error.  The 
judgment  sustaining  the  exception  and  dismissing  the  petition  (with 
20  specifications)  is  assigned  as  error. 

Edwin  T.  Merrick  and  Rcdph  J,  Schwarz^  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

George  Denegre^  Joseph  Paxton  Blair^  and  Victor  Leovy 
{Junius  Parker^  of  counsel),  for  defendant  in  error  Amer- 
ican Tobacco  Ck). 

WiUiam  3.  Parkerson  and  Bernard  Bruenn^  for  defend- 
ants in  error  Craft  Tobacco  Co.  and  Augastus  Craft. 

Before  Pabdsb,  McCobmick,  and  Sheiay,  Circuit  Jndges. 
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Shslby,  Circuit  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above)  : 

This  is  an  action  for  threefold  damages  under  section  7, 
Act  July  2, 1890  (chapter  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1901,  p.  3202]).  An  exception  of  no  cause  of  action  was 
sustained  by  the  court  below.  The  sole  question  therefore  is 
whether,  on  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  and  admitted 
by  the  exception,  this  action  can  be  maintained.  The  ques- 
tion can  only  be  decided  by  an  examination  of  the  relevant 
parts  of  the  act  (which  we  copy  in  the  margin^)  in  con- 
nection with  the  averments  of  the  petition. 

[407]  The  first  and  second  sections  of  the  statute  describe 
and  condemn  certain  acts  which  restrain  interstate  or  for- 

*Aii  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies. 

Section  1.  Bivery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
Ulegal.  Bvery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage 
in  any  such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine 
not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceed- 
ing one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

Sbc.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not 
exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

Sec.  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property 
by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant 
resides  or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controven^, 
and  shall  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the 
costs  of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

Sec.  8.  That  the  word  "  person,*'  or  "  persons,"  wherever  used  In 
this  act  shaU  be  deemed  to  include  corporations  and  associations 
existing  under  or  authorized  by  the  laws  of  either  the  United  States. 
the  laws  of  any  of  the  territories^  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  the  laws 
of  any  foreign  country. 
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eign  oommeroe,  and  the  seventh  section  provides  that  one  who 
is  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  another  by  reason  of 
anything  forbidden  by  the  statute  may  sue  for  threefold 
damages.  To  repeat,  the  first  and  second  sections  condemn 
certain  acts,  and  punish  them  as  misdemeanors.  The  seventh 
section  is  to  the  effect  that  those  who  do  the  forbidden  things, 
commit  the  misdemeanors,  may  be  sued  in  a  civil  action  for 
threefold  damages  by  one  who  is  injured  in  his  business  or 
property.  It  follows  therefore  that  the  petition  should 
charge,  and  that  is  all  that  is  required:  (1)  That  the  de- 
fendants have  done  one  or  more  of  the  forbidden  things; 
(2)  that  by  such  action  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  has 
been  injured  in  its  business  or  property;  and  (3)  the  amount 
or  value  of  such  injury.  If  the  petition  contains  these  es- 
sential averments,  it  is  not  subject  to  an  exception  of  no 
cause  of  action,  although  it  may  contain  surplusage  and  may 
specify  some  items  of  damages  which  may  not  be  recov- 
erable. 

But,  before  we  examine  the  petition,  we  must  look  closer 
at  the  statute  on  which  it  is  framed.  Here  is  the  description 
it  gives  of  the  condemned  misdemeanors : 

"Sbctioh  1.  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  seyeral  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
illegal.  Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage 
in  any  snch  combination  or  conspiracy,  shaU  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor.    •    ♦    ♦»» 

**  8eo.  2.  E2yery  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  sbaU  be  deemed  guUty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor.   •    •    ••• 

Presently  we  must  examine  the  petition  to  see  whether  it 
charges  that  the  defendants  did  one  or  more  of  these  for- 
bidden things.  If  it  does  so  charge,  it  will  remain  to  bo 
determined  whether  there  are  averments  showing  that  the 
plaintiff  comes  within  the  seventh  section,  to  wit : 

*'Seo.  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  pro- 
perty by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  for- 
bidden or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor, 
•  •  •  and  shaU  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sos- 
imlned.    •    •    •- 
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This  more  elaborate  statement  of  the  statute  makes  it  plain 
that  the  petition  need  only  aver,  and  state  facts  to  show, 
that  the  defendants  have  committed  one  or  more  of  the 
offenses  condemned  by  the  first  and  second  sections,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a  person  injured  within  the  mieaning  of  the 
seventh  section,  and  tlie  amount  of  damages  it  aus- 
[408]tained  by  such  injury.  Loewe  v.  Lawlar^  208  U.  S. 
274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  was  an  action  like  this, 
brought  under  section  7  of  the  act  A  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained to  the  declaration  by  the  lower  court,  and  in  reversing 
the  judgment  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speaking  for  the 
court,  had  occasion  to  summarize  the  averments  in  holding 
them  sufScient: 

"  We  have  given  the  declaration  in  full  in  the  margin,  and  it  ap- 
pears therefrom :  That  it  Is  charged  that  defendants  formed  a  combi- 
nation to  directly  restrain  plaintifTs  trade;  that  the  trade  to  be  re- 
strained was  interstate;  that  certain  means  to  attain  snch  restraint 
were  contrived  to  be  used  and  employed  to  that  end ;  that  thoee 
means  were  so  used  and  employed  by  defendants;  and  that  thereby 
they  injured  plaintifTs  property  and  buslneea'' 

We  turn  now  to  the  petition  to  see  if  it  has  the  necessary 
allegations  to  sustain  the  action,  looking  at  it  with  the  stat- 
ute before  us,  aided  by  the  summary  of  the  declaration  held 
to  be  good  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Loewe  v.  LawloT^  supra. 

We  find  an  elaborate  charge  of  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce  by  the 
three  defendants.  Other  persons,  who  are  not  sued,  are 
named  as  parties  to  the  conspiracy.  Such  other  perscms  are 
corporations  owned  in  part  and  controlled  by  one  or  more  of 
the  alleged  conspirators  who  are  sued.  At  great  length,  and 
with  minute  details,  the  petition  alleges  and  describes  this 
combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or 
commerce,  showing  that  it  is  such  as  is  condemned  by  the  first 
section  of  the  act.  With  equal  fullness,  there  are  allegations 
of  an  attempt  by  the  defendants,  with  other  conspirators,  to 
monopolize  the  trade  or  conmierce  in  tobacco  among  the  sev- 
eral states,  such  an  attempt  and  conspiracy  as  is  condemned 
by  the  second  section  of  the  act  It  is  then  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  was  engaged  in  interstate  trade  or  business,  such  as 
that  engaged  in  by  the  defendant  companies,  and  that  the 
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deseribed  acts  of  the  defendants  were  done  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  monopoly  and  destroying  the  business  of  the 
plaintiff.  It  is  further  alleged  that  by  such  conspiracies  and 
combinations  of  the  defendants,  and  by  their  efforts  to  obtain 
a  monopoly,  the  business  of  the  plaintiff  was  injured  greatly, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  to  the  extent  of 
$168,926.85.  The  full  petition  is  given  in  the  statement  of 
the  case.  It  would  serve  no  useful  purpose  now  to  condense 
and  restate  the  facts  alleged.  If  the  averments  are  true — 
and  the  exception  of  no  cause  of  action  admits  them  to  be 
true — ^the  defendants  are  guilty  of  the  misdemeanors  charged 
in  the  first  and  second  sections  of  the  act,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  been  injured  in  its  business  or  property  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  seventh  section. 

We  are  of  opinion  therefore  that  the  court  erred  in  sustain- 
ing the  exception  of  no  cause  of  action. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


[4651  UNITED  STATES  v.  AMERICAN  NAVAL 

STORES  CO.  ET  AL.* 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  Georgia,  B.  D.    May  12,  1909.) 

[172  Fed.  Bep.,  455.] 

Criminai.  Law  (8  552) — Trial — Circttmstani^xax.  Bvioencc. — To 
warrant  a  conviction  on  circumstantial  evidence,  the  proven  facts 
must  not  only  be  consistent  with  the  hypothesis  of  guilt,  but  must 
clearly  and  satisfactorily  exclude  every  other  reasonable  hjrpothesis, 
except  that  of  guilt* 

[Bd.  Note.— -For  other  cases,  see  Criminal  Law,  Cent.  Dig.  \%  1257, 
1269-1202;  Dec.  Dig.  S  552.] 

MoHOFOLiES  (t  29) — Conspibact  in  Restbaint  of  Intkbstatb  Com- 
merce— Criminal  Prosecution. — Where  an  indictment  against  a 
number  of  defendants  charges  them  with  a  conspiracy  among  them- 


•For  opinion  of  court  overruling  demurrer  to  Indictment  (186  Fed. 
Rep.,  592),  see  Vol.  4,  p.  48. 
>  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1909,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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MlveB  and  with  others  in  rertralnt  of  intraatate  trade  and  oom- 
merce,  in  violation  of  section  1  of  the  anti-trost  act  (Act  Jnly  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  [U.  8.  Ck>mp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  or  to 
monopoliae  any  part  of  such  trade  and  commerce,  in  Tlolatlon  of 
section  2,  to  warant  a  conviction,  it  mnst  be  found  that  at  least 
two  of  the  defendants  were  parties  to  sncfa  a  conspiracy. 

[Bd.  Note. — For  other  casea»  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  I  29.] 
MoifOPOLus  (S  12) — Fedjoul  Ajm-TausT  Act — Gombihatiors  Pbo- 
HiBiTED — **  Monopoly." — ^The  size  of  a  business  alone  does  not  con- 
stitute a  "monopoly"  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  in  vio- 
lation of  section  2  of  the  anti-tmst  act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647, 
26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  C!omp.  St  1901,  p.  8200]) ;  but  to  render  a  com- 
bination illegal  thereunder  it  must  intoitionally  and  necessarily 
prevent  other  persons  from  engaging  in  such  business,  thereby 
stifling  competition. 

[Bd.  Note — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  S  12. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  5,  pp.  4570- 
4674.] 
Monopolies   (I  81) — JTmntAL  Anti-Tkust  Aot — Gonspibaot  in  Bk- 

STBAINT    OF    INTSBSTATB    OOMMEBOK — GbIMINAL    PBOSBCimON. — The 

elements  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
trade  and  commerce  and  to  monopolize  such  trade  and  commerce,  in 
violation  of  the  anti-trust  act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c  647,  II  1  and 
2,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  (3omp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  and  the  facts  neces- 
sary te  a  conviction  thereunder,  explained  in  a  charge  to  the  Jury. 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  f  31.] 

Alexander  Akerman^  Asst.  U.  S.  Atty.,  and  TT.  M.  Toamer^ 
Acting  Asst.  Atty.  Gen.,  for  the  United  States. 

P.  W.  Meldrim^  Adams  and  AdamSj  and  Powell  and 
Makally  for  defendants. 

Sheppard,  District  Judge  (charging  jury). 

This  case  has  been  long,  and  necessarily  taxing  to  your 
patience;  but  your  attention  throughout  has  been  marked, 
demonstrating  to  the  court  your  interest  and  deep  appreci- 
ation of  the  importance  of  the  issue,  both  to  the  government 
and  to  the  defendants.  The  issues  now  rest  solely  upon  an 
honest  and  impartial  discharge  of  your  duties  under  the 
guidance  of  the  law,  which  it  now  becomes  my  duty,  as  best 
I  may,  to  give  you  in  charge.  In  our  system  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice,  the  judge  decides  the  questions  of 
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law,  and  directs  you  only  as  to  the  law  of  the  case,  while 
it  is  your  peculiar  province  to  pass  on  the  [456]  facts  of  the 
case,  and  by  your  verdict  you  decide  the  questions  of  fact 
involved  in  this  controversy.  I  shall  be  as  brief  as  the  case 
admits,  and  will  confine  my  instructions  mainly  to  what  I 
conceive  to  be  the  law  applicable  to  the  facts  adduced. 

The  issue  which  it  is  your  province  under  our  system  of 
government  to  determine  is  the  innocence  or  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused upon  the  indictment,  which  was  read  to  you  at  the 
opening  of  this  case.  By  order  of  the  court,  the  third  count 
of  the  indictment  was  stricken,  and  you  have  therefore  before 
you  only  the  first  and  second  counts. 

The  defendants  indicted  are  the  American  Naval  Stores 
Company,  a  corporation  of  West  Virginia,  the  National 
Transportation  &  Terminal  Company,  a  corporation  of  New 
Jersey,  Edmond  S.  Nash,  Spencer  P.  Shotter,  J.  F.  Cooper 
Myers,  George  Meade  Boardman,  Carl  MoUer,  and  C.  J.  De 
Loach.  As  to  the  defendant  C.  J.  De  Loach  you  are  directed 
to  find  a  verdict  of  "  not  guilty." 

The  two  counts  of  the  indictment  and  the  government's  bill 
of  particulars  will  be  before  you,  and  you  should  examine 
them  very  carefully,  in  connection  with  all  the  evidence  in 
the  case  and  the  principles  of  law  I  will  presently  give  you, 
in  reaching  your  conclusions.  To  the  two  counts  of  the  in- 
dictment all  the  defendants  have  pleaded  ^  not  guilty."  It 
is  necessary  that  I  should  present  for  your  consideration  cer- 
tain rules  of  evidence,  which  should  be  borne  in  mind 
throughout  your  deliberations.  The  plea  of  the  defendants 
raises  immediately  the  presumption  of  innocence,  and  this 
presumption  accompanies  them  throughout  the  trial,  and 
until  it  is  overcome  by  testimony  which  satisfies  your  minds 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the  charge. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  therefore  on  the  government  to 
prove  the  conspiracy  charged  in  the  indictment  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt.  While  this  is  true,  if  the  weight  of  evidence 
does  satisfy  your  minds  beyond  such  a  reas(mable  doubt,  the 
presumption  of  innocence  is  removed,  and  if  you  should  be 
thus  satisfied  with  regard  to  any  two  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants it  would  be  your  duty  with  regard  to  them  to  find  a  ver- 
dict of  "  guilty." 
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Again,  if  with  regard  to  any  one  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants the  evidence  should  fail  to  satisfy  your  minds  beyond 
such  reasonable  doubt  of  their  guilt,  it  would  be  your  duty 
to  acquit  them.  It  is  important,  then,  that  you  should  under- 
stand what  is  a  reasonable  doubt.  It  is  not  a  mere  possible 
doubt,  because  in  human  affairs,  which  depend  upon  deduc^ 
tions,  there  may  be  possible  or  imaginary  doubts.  A  reason- 
able doubt  is  that  state  of  the  case  which,  after  the  entire 
comparison  and  consideration  of  all  the  evidence,  leaves  your 
minds  in  such  a  condition  that  you  cannot  say  that  you  feel 
an  abiding  convicticHi,  to  a  moral  certainty,  of  the  truth  of 
the  charge.  By  reasonable  doubt  is  not  meant  strained  or 
whimsical  conjecture,  but  an  actual,  sincere,  mental  hesita- 
tion, caused  either  by  insufficient  evidence  or  by  unsatisfac- 
tory evidence?  In  other  words,  it  has  been  defined  as  ^  such 
a  doubt  as  a  reasonable  man  would  have,  and  hesitate  to  act 
upon  in  matters  of  the  highest  concern  for  his  own  welfare." 
If  you  have  such  a  doubt,  you  should  give  the  defendants  the 
benefit  of  it,  and  acquit  them  of  whom  you  have  such  a  doubt ; 
but  the  government  is  not  required  to  prove  its  case  beyond 
all  doubt. 

[457]  In  this  case  the  government  relies  on  circumstantial 
evidence.  Now,  such  evidence  has  been  defined  to  be  that 
which  does  not  directly  prove  the  issue,  but  which  tends  to 
establish  the  issue  only  by  proof  of  the  facts,  sustaining  by 
their  consistency  the  hypothesis  claimed,  and  from  which 
the  jury  might  infer  the  principal  fact.  It  is  composed  of 
facts  which  raise  logical  inferences,  and  by  a  chain  of  such 
inferences  lead  to  the  ultimate  conclusion,  which  is  sought 
to  be  made.  A  conviction  may  as  well  be  bad  upon  circum- 
stantial evidence  as  upon  direct  evidence;  but  to  warrant  a 
conviction  upon  evidence  of  this  character  the  proven  facts 
must  not  only  be  consistent  with  the  hypothesis  of  guilt,  but 
must  do  this  so  clearly  and  satisfactorily  as  to  exclude  every 
other  reasonable  hypothesis  save  that  of  guilt. 

With  these  general  rules  of  law  before  you,  you  should 
next  consider,  under  the  interpretation  I  shall  give,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  approved  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209, 
c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  with  the  violation 
of  which  the  defendants  are  charged  by  this  indictment    It 
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is  entitled  '^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies."  Section  1  provides  as 
follows: 

"Every  contract,  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  otberwise,  or 
conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states 
or  with  foreign  nations,  is  her^y  declared  illegal.  Breiy  person  who 
shall  make  any  snch  contract,  or  engage  in  any  snch  combination  or 
conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  con- 
viction thereof,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  etc. 

Section  2  provides  as  follows: 

**  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolise,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,*'  etc. 

The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charges  a  viqlation  un- 
der section  1,  and  the  second  count  charges  a  violation  under 
section  2.  As  the  latter  section  is  easier  defined,  it  may  be 
well  to  consider  that  section  and  count  first.  After  setting 
out  the  relations  of  the  several  defendants  to  each  other  and 
their  several  parts,  it  is  charged  that : 

"Having  already  secured  to  themselves  more  than  half  the  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states  of  the  United  States  and 
with  foreign  nations  in  the  aforesaid  articles  of  commerce,  did  then 
and  there  •  *  •  unlawfully  combine,  conspire,  confederate,  and 
agree  together,  amongst  themselves  and  with  divers  other  persons  to 
the  grand  Jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  to  further  monopolize  the  trade 
and  commerce,  to  be  effected,  amongst  other  ways,  as  followa*' 

The  count  then  continues  to  set  forth  twelve  different  means 
by  which  the  alleged  monopoly  was  to  be  accomplished. 
These  means  will  be  discussed  later  in  connection  with  the 
first  count  of  the  indictment.  The  effect  of  the  second  count 
charges  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  monopolize  inter- 
state commerce  in  "spirits  of  turpentine,  rosin,  and  the 
products  of  pine  forests  and  turpentine  farms,  commonly 
called  *  naval  stores.' " 

To  constitute  the  offense  of  monopolizing  or  attempting  to 
monopolize  under  the  act  of  Congress,  it  is  necessary  to  ac- 
quire, or  attempt  [4S8]  to  acquire,  an  exclusive  right  in  such 
commerce  by  means  which  will  prevent  others  from  engaging 
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therein.    Various   definitions   of   ^^  monopoly '^   have   been 
given: 

"Tbe  abuse  of  free  commerce,  by  wblch  one  or  more  indlTidoals 
have  procured  the  adTantage  of  selling  alone  all  of  one  parttcnlar 
kind  of  merchaadlae,  to  the  detriment  of  the  pnUic ;  any  combination 
among  merchants  to  raise  the  price  of  any  particular  merchandise,  to 
the  detriment  of  the  pebllc" 

The  popular  meaning  of  "monopoly"  at  the  present  day 
seems  to  be  the  sole  power  (or  a  power  largely  in  excess  of 
that  possessed  by  others)  of  dealing  in  some  particular  com- 
modity or  at  some  particular  market  or  place,  or  of  carrying 
on  some  particular  business.  Anything  less  than  this  is  not 
monopoly.  The  results  in  business  or  trading  combinations 
may  even  temporarily,  or  perhaps  permanently,  reduce  the 
article  traded  in  or  manufactured,  by  reducing  the  expense 
inseparable  from  the  running  of  many  different  companies 
for  the  same  purpose.  Trade  or  commerce  under  those  cir- 
cumstances may  nevertheless  be  badly  and  unfortunately 
restrained  by  driving  out  of  business  the  small  dealers  and 
worthy  men  whose  lives  have  been  spent  therein,  and  who 
might  be  unable  to  readjust  themselves  to  their  altered  sur- 
roundings. Mere  reductions  in  the  price  of  a  commodity 
dealt  in  might  be  dearly  paid  for  by  the  ruin  of  sudi  a  class 
and  the  absorption  of  control  over  one  commodity  by  an  all- 
powerful  combination  of  capital,  whose  purpose  in  combining 
is  to  control  the  product  or  manu&cture  of  any  article  oa  the 
market,  and  by  such  control  dictate  the  price  at  which  the 
article  shall  be  sold ;  the  effect  being  to  drive  out  of  business 
all  the  small  dealers  in  the  commodity  and  to  render  the 
public  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  combination  as  to  what 
price  shall  be  paid  for  the  article. 

This  will  illustrate  the  fundamental  idea  to  be  borne  in 
mind  in  determining  if  there  was  in  this  case  a  conspiracy 
to  monopolize — ^that  the  essence  of  the  monopoly  ^'  is  found 
not  so  much  in  the  creating  of  a  very  extensive  business  in 
the  hands  of  a  single  control.''  The  size  of  a  business  is  not 
in  itself  a  violation  of  this  law,  and  should  carry  with  it  no 
great  weight  in  considering  the  second  count  of  the  indict- 
ment. The  criminal  act  in  the  statute  is  the  certain  and 
necessary  prevention  of  all  other  persons  from  engaging  in 
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such  business,  and  thereby  stifling  competition.  The  evil  is 
not  the  enlargement  of  the  trade  of  one  person  or  corporation, 
but  the  destruction  of  the  trade  of  all  other  persons  in  the 
same  commodity. 

It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  distinguish  between  a  legiti- 
mate business  enterprise  and  an  illegal  monopoly.  From  the 
law  as  has  been  interpreted,  it  may  be  said,  however,  that 
the  monopoly  is  the  power  acquired  over  the  traffic,  sale,  and 
purchase  of  a  conmiodity,  in  the  course  of  interstate  or  for- 
eign commerce,  by  which  the  free  flow  of  such  commerce  and 
competition  in  such  commodity  is  necessarily  crushed  and 
stifled.  Since  the  size  of  the  business  alone  is  not  necessarily 
illegal,  it  is  the  crushing  of  competition,  by  means  of  force, 
threats,  intimidation,  fraud,  or  artful  and  deceitful  means 
and  practices,  which  violates  the  law.  You  will  •  consider 
carefully  all  the  means  which  the  indictment  charges,  and 
inquire  (1)  whether  the  defendants,  or  any  two  or  [459] 
more  of  them,  did  in  fact  unlawfully  combine,  conspire, 
confederate,  and  agree  together  to  "  monopolize,"  by  acquir- 
ing such  power  over  the  disposition  of  rosins,  turpentine,  and 
naval  stores,  which  were  the  subject  of  interstate  and  for- 
eign commerce,  so  that  they  were  capable  of  forming,  and 
did  form,  a  scheme  to  crush  and  stifle  competition;  and  (2) 
if  such  scheme  of  gaining  and  controlling  business  was  to 
be  effected  by  illegal  methods  of  force,  threats,  intimidation, 
fraud,  or  artful  or  deceitful  means  and  practices,  which 
their  competitors  in  such  trade  were  necessarily  unable  to 
meet.  The  size  of  business,  and  the  gaining  of  business  pop- 
ularity, fair  dealing,  sagacity,  foresight,  and  honest  business 
methods,  even  if  it  should  result  in  acquiring  the  business 
of  competitors,  would  not  make  an  illegal  monopoly.  It  is 
the  acquisition  and  use  of  unfair  and  illegal  power  in  de- 
feating competition  which  makes  such  illegal  monopoly. 

Having,  tiierefore,  considered  the  question  of  monopoly 
under  the  second  count  of  the  indictment,  you  must  next 
consider  the  element  of  conspiracy.  Before  you  would  be 
authorized  to  convict  on  the  second  count  of  the  indictment, 
you  must  find  the  existence  of  such  conspiracy,  in  connection 
with  the  charge  of  monopolizing;  and  before  you  would  b 
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authorized  to  convict  on  the  first  count  you  must  find  such 
conspiracy  in  connection  with  the  charge  of  restraining  trade 
and  commerce  among  tlie  several  states  of  the  United  States 
and  with  foreign  nations.  It  will  become  necessary  and 
essential,  therefore,  for  you  to  determine  three  conclusions 
in  consideration  of  the  second  count  of  the  indictment:  (1) 
The  fact  of  monopolizing;  (2)  the  fact  of  conspiracy;  and 
(3)  the  fact  that  such  monopolizing  and  such  conspiracy 
affected  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

In  order  to  constitute  a  violation  of  this  statute,  which 
prohibits  combinations  and  conspiracies  to  ^' monopolize,^* 
the  monopoly  must  affect  and  operate  directly  upon  com- 
merce among  the  states  of  the  United  States  or  with  foreign 
nations.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  affects  only  the  commerce 
within  a  single  state.  It  must  be  interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce. Such  commerce  includes  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
articles  that  are  intended  to  be  transported  from  one  state 
to  another — every  species  of  conmiercial  intercourse  among 
the  states  and  with  foreign  nations.  The  term  comprehends 
now  intercourse  for  the  purposes  of  trade  in  any  and  all  of 
its  forms,  including  transportation,  purchase,  sale,  and  ex- 
change of  commodities  between  the  citizens  residing  and 
domiciled  in  the  different  states. 

By  these  tests  you  will  determine  whether  the  transactions 
which  are  charged  in  the  indictment  directly  operated  upon 
and  necessarily  affected  commodities  used  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  as  I  have  defined  them.  If  you  find  that 
spirits  of  turpentine,  rosin,  and  the  products  of  pine  forests 
and  turpentine  farms,  commonly  called  ^'  naval  stores,''  were 
the  subjects  of  intercourse  or  traffic,  I  have  stated,  through- 
out the  transactions  charged,  it  would  be  your  duty  to  find 
that  they  in  fact  were  the  subjects  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  within  the 
meaning  of  both  the  first  and  second  sections  of  the  act  you 
are  to  consider.  As  I  have  stated,  you  are  to  consider  the 
two  counts  of  the  indictment  separately.  [460]  The  second 
relates  to  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize,  and  the  first  relates  to 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce.  What  I  have 
already  said  has  related  to  the  second  count  of  the  indict- 
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ment,  viz.,  the  charge  that  the  defendants  conspired  t<) 
monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  and  in  that 
connection  I  have  defined  what  is  meant  by  the  word 
^^  monopolizing  "  and  the  words  '^  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  states  and  with  foreign  nations." 

In  both  counts  of  the  indictment  the  essential  ingredient 
of  the  offenses  is  the  fact  of  conspiracy.  A  conspiracy  is 
defined  as: 

"A  combination  of  two  or  more  persons,  by  concerted  action,  to 
accomplish  a  criminal  or  unlawful  purpose,  or  some  purpose  not  in 
itself  criminal  or  unlawful  by  criminal  or  unlawful  means.** 

The  conspiracy  to  which  the  statute  refers  here  may  also 
be  defined  as  the  agreement,  confederation,  combination,  de- 
sign, scheme,  plan,  or  purpose  of  two  or  more  parties  to 
accomplish  by  their  concerted  action  or  co-operation  an  un- 
lawful result  by  either  lawful  or  unlawful  means,  or  a  lawful 
result  by  unlawful  means.  Here  it  is  the  unlawful  or  crimi- 
nal results  which  are  made  punishable,  and  those  results  are 
the  monopolizing  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
states  and  with  foreign  nations,  and  in  the  first  count  of  the 
indictment  the  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the 
several  states  and  with  foreign  nations.  The  law  condemns 
these  two  results,  and  when  two  or  more  persons  conspire  to 
produce  either  of  these  results  there  is  a  violation  of  the 
statute. 

The  gist  of  the  offense  is  the  unlawful  agreement.  A  con- 
spiracy cannot  be  committed  by  one  person  alone.  There 
must  be  two  wills  acting  in  co-operation.  Since  both  counts 
of  the  indictment  charge  that  certain  of  the  defendants  con- 
spired among  themselves,  I  charge  you  that  on  either  count 
you  must  find  that  at  least  two  of  the  defendants  conspired  to 
commit  the  acts  charged,  although  divers  other  persons  to 
the  grand  jurors  aforesaid  unknown  may  or  may  not  have 
been  concerned.  On  either  count  a  verdict  of  guilty  could 
not  be  found  against  a  single  defendant.  The  gist  of  the 
conspiracy  is  that  two  or  more  shall  form  a  plan  for  con- 
certed action.  You  must,  under  the  rules  I  have  stated  and 
will  state,  find  at  least  two  to  be  guilty  under  one  or  the  other 
count  before  you  woulfl  be  authorized  to  convict  under  either 
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authorized  to  convict  on  the  first  count  you  must  find  such 
conspiracy  in  connection  with  the  charge  of  restraining  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states  of  the  United  States 
and  with  foreign  nations.  It  will  become  necessary  and 
essential,  therefore,  for  you  to  determine  three  conclusions 
in  consideration  of  the  second  count  of  the  indictment:  (1) 
The  fact  of  monopolizing;  (2)  the  fact  of  conspiracy;  and 
(3)  the  fact  that  such  monopolizing  and  such  conspiracy 
affected  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

In  order  to  constitute  a  violation  of  this  statute,  which 
prohibits  combinations  and  conspiracies  to  "monopolize,^' 
the  monopoly  must  affect  and  operate  directly  upon  com- 
merce among  the  states  of  the  United  States  or  with  foreign 
nations.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  affects  only  the  commerce 
within  a  single  state.  It  must  be  interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce.  Such  commerce  includes  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
articles  that  are  intended  to  be  transported  from  one  state 
to  another — every  species  of  commercial  intercourse  among 
the  states  and  with  foreign  nations.  The  term  comprehends 
now  intercourse  for  the  purposes  of  trade  in  any  and  all  of 
its  forms,  including  transportation,  purchase,  sale,  and  ex- 
change of  commodities  between  the  citizens  residing  and 
domiciled  in  the  different  states. 

By  these  tests  you  will  determine  whether  the  transactions 
which  are  charged  in  the  indictment  directly  operated  upon 
and  necessarily  affected  commodities  used  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  as  I  have  defined  them.  If  you  find  that 
spirits  of  turpentine,  rosin,  and  the  products  of  pine  forestry 
and  turpentine  farms,  commonly  called  "  naval  stores,"  were 
the  subjects  of  intercourse  or  traffic,  I  have  stated,  through- 
out the  transactions  charged,  it  would  be  your  duty  to  find 
that  they  in  fact  were  the  subjects  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  within  the 
meaning  of  both  the  first  and  second  sections  of  the  act  you 
are  to  consider.  As  I  have  stated,  you  are  to  consider  the 
two  counts  of  the  indictment  separately.  [460]  The  second 
relates  to  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize,  and  the  first  relates  to 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce.  What  I  have 
already  said  has  related  to  the  second  count  of  the  indict- 
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ment,  viz.,  the  charge  that  the  defendants  conspired  to 
monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  and  in  that 
connection  I  have  defined  what  is  meant  by  the  word 
^  monopolizing  "  and  the  words ''  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  states  and  with  foreign  nations." 

In  both  counts  of  the  indictment  the  essential  ingredient 
of  the  offenses  is  the  fact  of  conspira^ .  A  conspiracy  is 
defined  as: 

"A  combination  of  two  or  more  persons,  by  concerted  action,  to 
accomplish  a  criminal  or  unlawful  purpose,  or  some  purpose  not  in 
Itself  criminal  or  unlawful  by  criminal  or  unlawful  means." 

The  conspiracy  to  which  the  statute  refers  here  may  also 
be  defined  as  the  agreement,  confederation,  combination,  de- 
sign, scheme,  plan,  or  purpose  of  two  or  more  parties  to 
accomplish  by  their  concerted  action  or  co-operation  an  un- 
lawful result  by  either  lawful  or  unlawful  means,  or  a  lawful 
result  by  unlawful  means.  Here  it  is  the  unlawful  or  crimi- 
nal results  which  are  made  punishable,  and  those  results  are 
the  monopolizing  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
states  and  with  foreign  nations,  and  in  the  first  count  of  the 
indictment  the  restraint  of  trade  and  conunerce  among  the 
several  states  and  with  foreign  nations.  The  law  condemns 
these  two  results,  and  when  two  or  more  persons  conspire  to 
produce  either  of  these  results  there  is  a  violavion  of  the 
statute. 

The  gist  of  the  offense  is  the  unlawful  agreement.  A  con- 
spiracy cannot  be  committed  by  one  person  alone.  There 
must  be  two  wills  acting  in  co-operation.  Since  both  counts 
of  the  indictment  charge  that  certain  of  the  defendants  con- 
spired among  themselves,  I  charge  you  that  on  either  count 
you  must  find  that  at  least  two  of  the  defendants  conspired  to 
commit  the  acts  charged,  although  divers  other  persons  to 
the  grand  jurors  aforesaid  unknown  may  or  may  not  have 
been  concerned.  On  either  count  a  verdict  of  guilty  could 
not  be  found  against  a  single  defendant.  The  gist  of  the 
conspiracy  is  that  two  or  more  shall  form  a  plan  for  con- 
certed action.  You  must,  under  the  rules  I  have  stated  and 
will  state,  find  at  least  two  to  be  guilty  under  one  or  the  other 
count  before  you  woulfl  be  authorized  to  convict  under  either 
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count.  The  concerted  action  or  co-operation  may  arise  from 
definite,  express,  and  well-understood  agreement  or  combina- 
tion, or  it  may  arise  as  well  from  a  tacit  silent  understanding. 

It  has  been  said  that  to  establish  a  conspiracy  it  is  not 
necessary  that  there  should  be  an  explicit  or  formal  agree- 
ment for  an  unlawful  act  between  parties,  nor  is  it  essential 
that  direct  and  positive  proof  be  made  of  an  express  agree- 
ment to  do  the  act  forbidden  by  law.  In  conspiracy  cases, 
it  may  be  often  impossible  to  produce  such  proof,  because 
conspiracies  are  not  usually  meditated  and  planned  in  the 
presence  of  witnesses  not  parties  thereto,  nor  in  terms  of 
express  language.  Hence  a  conspiracy  may  be  proven  by 
circumstances.  The  understanding,  combination,  or  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  in  a  given  case  to  effect  the  unlaw- 
ful purpose  charges  must  be  proved  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  because  without  corrupt  understanding  there  [461]  is 
no  conspiracy;  but  circumstantial  evidence  may  be  resorted 
to  to  show  such  agreement  or  conspiracy. 

Conspiracies  may  be  entered  into  in  a  very  informal  way ; 
generally,  in  fact,  in  an  informal  way.  The  parties  may  not 
come  together  at  all.  They  may  be  in  different  parts  of  the 
country.  But  if,  by  any  means,  by  telegraph,  or  letter,  or 
by  any  means  whatever,  they  have  come  to  a  mutual  under- 
standing for  committing  any  offense  against  the  government, 
that  is  a  conspiracy.  The  rule  in  regard  to  conspiracy,  as 
in  regard  to  all  offenses,  is  that  you  shall  be  satisfied  in  your 
own  mind,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  of  the  guilt  of  the 
defendants,  or  any  two  of  them.  There  must  be  criminal 
intent  on  the  part  of  those  who  form  a  conspiracy;  but,  to 
constitute  a  criminal  intent,  it  may  not  be  necessary  to  show 
an  intent  to  violate  the  law.  The  question  is:  Did  the  ac- 
cused enter  into  a  conspiracy  to  do  the  things  with  which 
they  are  charged,  and  were  such  things  violations  of  the 
statute  ? 

You  have  now  before  you  the  tests  by  which  you  are  to 
determine  the  three  elements  of  the  offense  charged  in  the 
second  count  of  the  indictment,  viz.,  conspiracy  to  monopolize 
interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce:  (1)  Was  there  a 
monopoly?    (2)  Did  it  necessarily  embrace  a  commodity  of 
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interstate  or  foreign  commerce)  and,  (8)  as  I  have  defined, 
was  there  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize) 

What  has  been  said  on  the  subject  of  what  is  interstate  and 
foreign  trade  and  commerce  and  what  is  conspiracy  relates 
as  well  to  the  first  count  of  t&e  indictment  as  to  the  second. 

The  first  count  charges  that  the  defendants,  the  American 
Naval  Stores  Company,  National  Transportation  &  Terminal 
Company,  Edmond  S.  Nash,  Spencer  P.  i^otter,  J.  F.  C. 
Myers,  George  Meade  Boardman,  C.  J.  De  Loach  and  Carl 
Moller,  ^unlawfully  and  knowingly  amongst  themselves 
combined,  conspired,  confederated,  and  agreed  together  to 
restrain  trade  and  commerce  amcmg  the  several  states  and 
with  foreign  nations."  The  count  sets  forth  twelve  different 
means  or  instruments  by  which  the  alleged  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade  was  to  be  carried  into  effect.  As  to  three  of 
these  means  stated  there  has  been  no  testimony.  Evidence 
of  certain  alleged  means  has  been  submitted  to  your  consid- 
eration for  two  purposes:  (1)  As  circumstantial*  evidence 
that  the  defendants  f (vmed  a  conspiracy ;  and  (S)  that  such 
means  naturally  and  necessarily  tended  to  and  did  cause  a 
restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce.  It 
is  the  contention  of  the  government  that  they  were  parts  and 
elements  of  a  scheme  or  design  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
to  restrain  trade ;  and  you  may  consider  all  of  the  means  on 
which  evidence  has  be^i  submitted  as  circumstances  merely, 
from  which  you  may  or  may  not  conclude  that  there  was 
such  an  understanding — ^that  is,  a  co-operation  and  design — 
on  the  part  of  two  or  more  of  the  defendants  as  would,  under 
all  the  rules  I  have  given  you,  be  suflScient  to  constitute  a  con- 
spiracy between  them;  and  this,  as  I  have  said,  must  be 
shown  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

With  this  issue  in  view  you  may  consider  the  evidence  of 
the  means  which  it  is  insisted  by  the  prosecution  tends  to 
show  a  conspiracy.  No  evidence  as  to  three  of  the  means 
has  been  offered,  and  you  should  [468]  not  consider  them. 
These  are  the  charges  of  circulating  and  publishing  false 
statements,  the  charge  of  issuing  and  causing  to  be  issued,  and 
causing  to  be  circulated  and  hypothecated,  fraudulent  ware- 
house receipts,  and  the  charge  of  attempting  to  bribe  em- 
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ployees  of  competitors  and  factors  to  obtain  certain  infor- 
mation. 

One  of  the  means  charged  is  the  coercing  of  factors  and 
brokers  into  entering  into  certain  contracts,  which  you  will 
recall.  It  will  be  well  for  you  to  understand  the  legal  mean- 
ing of  ^' coercing.'^  The  word  ^*  coerce '*  means  to  restrain 
by  force,  especially  by  law  or  authority ;  to  repress.  In  the 
sense  which  now  prevails,  it  differs  but  little  from  the  word 
'^  compel,"  yet  there  is  a  distinction  between  them ;  "  co- 
ercion" being  usually  accomplished  by  indirect  means,  as 
threats  or  intimidation,  physical  force  being  more  rarely 
used  in  coercing.  It  imports  some  actual  or  threatened  exer- 
cise of  power  possessed  or  supposed  to  exist  or  be  possessed 
by  the  party  who,  it  is  claimed,  so  acted. 

As  to  what  constitutes  a  restraint  of  trade  under  the 
statute,  the  act  prohibits  any  combination  which  obstructs 
the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the  states,  or  restricts,  in 
that  r^ard,  the  liberty  of  a  trader  engaged  in  business. 
This  includes  restraints  of  trade  aimed  at  compelling  third 
parties  and  strangers  involuntarily  not  to  engage  in  the 
course  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce,  except  on  conditions 
that  the  combination  imposes.  But  as  to  the  coercion  which 
is  charged  in  the  indictment,  in  coercing  factors  to  enter  into 
contracts,  such  means  alone,  if  you  find  that  any  coercion 
was  exercised,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  make  a  restraint  of 
commerce,  unless  you  find  that  the  parties  stated  made  the 
contracts  with  the  defendants,  because  the  defendants  actu- 
ally possessed  such  power  over  the  products  to  be  traded  in 
that  the  parties  honestly  and  truly  felt  and  believed  that  if 
they  did  not  make  the  contract  they  would  suffer  some 
serious  and  appreciable  financial  loss. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  government  to  show  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  that,  if  the  defendants  conspired, 
the  means  which  they  were  to  employ,  and  the  natural  and 
inevitable  result  of  those  means,  would  necessarily  tend  to 
burden  and  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  The 
gist  of  the  offense  under  the  first  section  is  the  conspiracy 
to  effect  a  restraint  and  burden  upon  such  commerce.  The 
alleged  conspiracy  need  not  result  in  a  total  suppression  of 
trade,  nor  in  a  complete  monopoly;  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the 
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necessary  operation  of  certain  means  tends  to  restrain  inter- 
state commerce  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  advantages 
flowing  from  free  commerce  and  competition. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  government  to  prove  that  all 
of  the  means  charged  were  in  fact  a  part  of  a  single  purpose 
and  conspiracy  by  two  or  more  of  the  defendants,  or  that 
all  of  the  means  charged  were  in  fact  carried  out  by  two  or 
more  of  the  defendants.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  be  reasonably 
shown  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  some  of  those  means 
charged  were  a  part  of  the  common  scheme  or  design  or 
understanding  by  two  or  more  of  the  defendants,  and  that 
those  same  means  were  of  themselves  sufficient  to  cause  an 
essential  obstruction  of  the  free  and  untrammeled  flow  of 
trade  and  commerce  between  the  states  and  with  foreign 
nations.  Both  of  these  ingredients,  I  charge  you,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  government  to  show  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
[468]  before  you  would  be  authorized  to  convict  two  or  more 
of  the  defendants:  (1)  The  common  design,  scheme,  or  un- 
derstanding; and  (2)  the  restraint  or  burden  upon  ft«e  flow 
of  commerce  between  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations. 
Before  these  inferences  may  be  made  from  the  operation  of 
any  one  or  more  of  the  means  charged,  the  fact  that  these 
means  were  employed,  and  the  fact  that  they  were  employed 
as  the  purpose  of  the  conspiracy  of  two  or  more  of  the  de- 
fendants, must  be  proved  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 

However,  it  is  true  that,  even  if  the  separate  elements  of  a 
scheme  are  unlawful,  when  they  are  bound  together  by  a 
common  intent  as  parts  of  an  unlawful  scheme  to  monopolize 
or  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  trade  or  commerce,  the 
plan  itself  may  make  the  parts  unlawful.  It  is  the  illegal 
results,  viz.,  the  monopoly  or  the  restraint  of  commerce, 
which  makes  a  conspiracy  criminal  within  the  purview  of 
the  Anti-Trust  Act.  If  there  was  a  conspiracy,  and  that 
tended  necessarily  to  impose  the  restraints  prohibited,  the 
constituent  elements,  whether  legal  or  not,  are  enough  to 
give  the  scheme  a  body.  A  series  of  acts,  each  or  any  of 
which  may  be  innocent  in  itself,  may  be  wrongful,  if  the 
direct  object,  purpose,  or  result  thereof  be  to  carry  into  effect 
a  previous  agreement,  or  conspiracy,  whereby  the  free  flow 
of  trade  or  commerce  between  the  states  and  with 
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nations,  or  the  liberty  of  the  trader  to  carry  on  sach  busi- 
ness, be  obstructed. 

I  charge  you,  further,  that  the  prohibitory  provisions  of 
the  act  under  consideration  apply  to  all  monopolies,  com- 
binations, or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  interstate  or  for- 
eign trade  or  commerce,  without  exception  or  limitation,  and 
are  not  confined  to  those  in  which  the  restraint  is  unreason- 
able. The  government  need  not  show  that  a  conspiracy  is 
entered  into  for  the  direct  purpose  of  restraining  trade  or 
commerce,  if  such  restraint  is  its  necessary  effect,  and  if  this, 
with  the  other  elements  stated,  be  shown  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt  All  the  means  and  all  the  illegal  acts  which  the 
indictment  charges  must  have  been  done  within  three  years 
prior  to  the  finding  of  the  indictment.  Any  acts  beyond  this 
period  you  should  not  consider. 

If  you  should  find  under  these  principles  laid  down  that 
any  of  the  alleged  means  were  employed,  and  the  necessary 
effect  of  those  means  was  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce,  in  considering  whether  those  means  or  acta  were 
a  part  of  the  purpose  of  the  several  defendants  toward  those 
means  and  acts  and  towards  each  other,  if  you  should  find 
bey(»id  a  reasonable  doubt  that  certain  acts  were  d<xie  or 
means  employed,  you  may  inquire  who  were  responsible  for 
those  acts,  and  whether  any  two  or  more  of  the  defendants 
were  responsible,  and  whether  such  acts  were  the  result  of  a 
preconceived  plan  for  concert  of  action  on  the  part  of  any 
two  or  more  of  the  def endanta 

A  corporation,  although  an  artificial  being,  existing  only 
in  contemplation  of  law,  is  held  to  the  same  measure  of  lia- 
bility as  an  individual,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  rights 
of  protection  as  an  individual.  A  corporation  acts  through 
its  officers,  directors,  and  agenta  While  a  corporation  may 
not  conspire  with  its  own  officers,  directors,  or  agents,  it  may 
conspire  with  another  corporation.  Corporations  may  con- 
spire with  individuals.  As  well  as  individuals  may  conspire 
with  one  another,  they  may  conspire  with  another  corpora- 
tion.  But  you  [464]  must  bear  always  in  mind  that  a  cor- 
poration is  only  responsible  for  the  acts  of  its  agents  while 
acting  within  the  scope  of  their  employment,  or  for  such 
acts  only  as  may  have  been  authorised. 
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You  may  consider  all  the  evidence  of  the  relationship,  if 
any,  of  the  defendants  toward  each  other,  and  their  con- 
nection, if  any,  with  any  of  the  acts  charged  You  may  con- 
sider the  acts  and  declarations  of  persons  not  named  in  the  in- 
dictment, if  you  find  that  they  were  done  and  said  in  the 
presence  of  any  one  of  the  defendants,  and  if  they  were 
made  in  carrying  a  conspiracy  or  common  scheme  into  effect. 
The  indictment  charges  that  the  defendants  conspired  with 
divers  other  persons  to  the  grand  jurors  unknown.  If  you 
find  that  any  two  or  more  of  the  defendants  conspired  with 
any  person  not  named  in  the  indictment  to  commit  the 
offenses  charged,  you  would  be  authorized  under  the  rules 
laid  down  to  find  any  two  or  more  of  the  defendants  guilty 
under  either  or  both  counts.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  any  of 
the  elements  of  the  offenses  are  lacking,  and  no  two  or  more 
of  the  defendants  did  so  conspire,  it  would  be  your  duty  to 
acquit  them. 

A  private  corporation  or  an  individual  is  liable  for  the 
wrongful  acts  of  its  agents,  when  those  agents  are  acting  in 
the  general  line  of  their  duties,  or  if  such  corporation  ratifies 
those  acts  in  some  active  way,  other  than  merely  passive 
acquiescence. 

Evidence  has  been  introduced  to  the  effect  that  two  other 
corporations,  which  were  distinct  from  the  defendant  com- 
panies, existed  in  the  state  of  New  York  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  acts.  The  defendant  companies  are  the  American 
Naval  Stores  Company  of  West  Virginia  and  the  National 
Transportation  A  Terminal  Company,  alleged  to  be  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey.  The  New  York  corpo- 
rations were  known  as  the  American  Naval  Stores  Company 
of  New  York,  and  the  National  Transportation  &  Terminal 
Company  of  New  York.  Evidence  has  been  introduced  as 
to  certain  transactions  or  acts  occurring  at  the  yards  in 
Brooklyn,  N.  Y.  The  witness  O'Keefe  testified  that  he  was 
employed  by  the  American  Naval  Stores  Company,  and  other 
witnesses  testified  that  they  worked  at  the  yards  in  question. 
Their  witness  Dill  testified  that  he  was  the  president  of  the 
National  Transportation  &  Terminal  Company  of  New  York, 
that  he  employed  O'Keefe  for  the  National  Transportation 
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&  Terminal  Company  of  New  York,  and  that  the  yards  be- 
longed to  the  National  Transportation  &  Terminal  Company 
of  New  York.  You  have  heard  the  evidence  as  to  the  owner- 
ship of  the  rosin  which  enWed  the  yards. 

If  you  find  that  the  acts  alleged  were  by  certain  employees 
of  New  York  corporations,  and  that  these  corporations  were 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  two  defendant  corporations, 
and  that  such  New  York  corporations  did  not  conspire,  as 
charged,  with  two  or  more  of  the  defendants,  then  you 
should  not  consider  any  of  the  acts  which  are  charged  to 
have  occurred  on  the  properties  of  these  New  York  corpo- 
rations, or  the  acts  of  employees  or  agents  thereof.  But  if, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  satisfies  you  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt  that  one  or  both  of  the  New  York  corporations 
was  in  fact  so  owned,  controlled,  dominated,  and  operated 
by  one  or  both  of  the  defendant  corporations,  that  had  the 
same  officers,  and  it  was  in  fact,  in  its  business  [465]  trans- 
actions, for  all  practical  purposes  identical  with  one  or  both 
of  the  defendant  corporations,  the  New  York  corporation 
which  you  find  so  connected  you  may  consider  in  connection 
with  the  defendants.  If  you  further  find  that  two  or  more 
of  the  defendants  conspired  as  charged  with  one  or  both 
of  the  New  York  corporations  to  monopolize  or  restrain 
interstate  commerce,  you  would  be  authorized  to  find  a  con- 
viction as  to  such  defendants;  or  if  you  find  that  the  em- 
ployees or  agents  of  such  New  York  corporations  were  in 
fact,  as  I  have  stated,  employees  or  agents  of  one  or  both 
of  the  defendant  corporations,  such  corporations,  if  you  find 
them  so  identical,  would  be  responsible  for  the  acts  of  such 
employee  or  employees,  if  they  authorized  them,  or  if  they 
clearly  ratified  their  wrongful  acts  subsequently.  But  you 
must  consider  this  evidence  in  connection  with  all  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case;  that  is,  whether  there  was  any  con- 
spiracy between  any  two  of  the  defendants  with  either  or 
both  of  the  New  York  corporations  or  their  agents,  or 
whether  said  New  York  corporations,  or  their  agents  or 
employees,  were  dominated,  directed,  or  controlled  by  any 
two  or  more  of  the  defendants,  and  that  such  acts  or  means 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  at  the  Brooklyn  yards  were 
authorized  or  ratified  by  any  two  of  the  defendants. 
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You  are  the  sole  and  exclusive  judges  of  all  questions  of 
fact.  When  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  testimony,  it  is  your 
province  to  reconcile  that  conflict,  if  you  can;  but,  if  you 
are  unable  to  reconcile  it,  then  you  are  at  liberty  to  discard 
such  parts  or  so  much  of  it  as  you  may  think  unworthy  of 
belief,  and  credit  that  which  you  believe  to  comport  more 
with  reason  and  common  sense  and  your  own  experience  in 
the  common  affairs  of  everyday  life.  You  have  had  an  op- 
portimity  of  seeing  the  witnesses  and  observing  their  manner 
of  testifying  on  the  stand,  as  well  as  any  interest  or  bias 
they  may  have  shown  in  the  transactions  about  which  they 
have  testified.  These  are  matters  for  your  consideration  in 
weighing  the  evidence,  and  which  may  aid  you  in  an;iving 
at  a  fair,  just,  and  impartial  conclusion  from  all  the  testi- 
mony. It  is  your  province  to  look  to  the  interest  which  any 
witness  may  have  in  the  result  of  the  trial,  in  determining 
the  weight  to  be  attached  to  his  testimony. 

In  your  deliberations,  you  will  not  lose  sight  of  the  main 
fact  that  the  specific  offenses  with  which  the  defendants  are 
charged  are  (1)  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade,  and 
(2)  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  trade.  All  that  is 
charged  as  the  means  to  effect  such  conspiracy  may  be  proved 
as  alleged,  yet  if  you  are  not  satisfied  that  such  things 
tended  to  restrain  interstate  trade  or  commerce,  or  tended  to 
the  monopoly  of  such  trade  or  commerce,  and,  further,  that 
such  things  done  were  the  result  of  some  previous  tacit  or 
express  understanding  between  two  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants, they  could  not  be  convicted  of  the  conspiracy  charged. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  you  believe  from  all  the  evidence  that 
the  things  charged  in  the  indictment  as  means  adopted  and 
effecting  the  restraint  of  trade  were  done  by  the  defendants, 
and  that  said  means  naturally  or  necessarily  tended  to  such 
restraint,  and,  further,  that  such  means  adopted  were  the 
result  directly  of  a  previous  express  or  tacit  understanding 
between  two  or  [466]  more  of  the  defendants,  such  ones  as 
you  believe  to  have  been  so  connected  in  such  agreement  or 
understanding  you  should  find  guilty.  If  you  have  a  reason- 
able doubt  of  such  an  agreement  or  understanding,  you 
should  give  them  tiie  benefit  of  the  doubt  and  acquit  them. 
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You  may  find  all  the  defendants  guilty,  or  any  two  of 
them,  on  one  or  both  of  the  counts  of  the  indictment,  or  you 
may  acquit  them  all. 


1 177]  UNITED  STATES  v.  STANDARD  OIL  CO.  OF 

NEW  JERSEY  ET  AL.« 

(Circalt  Ck)art,  B.  D.  Misaoarl,  E.  D.    NoTember  20,  1900.) 

[178  Fed.  Rep.,  177.} 

(*OM]fEB0R    (fi    3) — ANTI-TBVBT    AOT — OONOBSBSIOIVAL    BlSTUCmOlT    OF 

Use  of  Oontracts  and  Msthods  gt  Holding  Titles  to  Resteain 

INTEBSTATE     Ck>M  MERGE     AUTHOBIZED     BT     CONSTITUTION. — GoilgreSS 

has  power,  under  the  commercial  clause  of  the  Constitution,  to 
regulate  and  restrict  the  use,  in  commerce  among  the  several  states 
and  with  foreign  nations,  of  contracts,  of  the  method  of  holding 
title  to  property,  and  of  every  other  instrumentality  employed  in 
that  commerce,  so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to 
prevent  the  restraint  thereof  denounced  by  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  200  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8200) .» 

[Bd.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Commerce,  Cent  Dig.  I  8;  Dec. 
Dig.  %  8.] 
Monopolies  (fi  12) — Anti-Tbust  Act — ^Test  of  Lbqalitt  of  Combi- 
nation Its  Necessabt  E2ffeot  upon  Competition. — ^The  test  of 
the  legality  of  a  combination  under  this  act  is  its  necessary  effect 
upon  competition  in  commerce  among  the  states  or  with  foreign 
nations. 

If  Its  necessary  effect  is  only  incidentally  or  indirectly  to  restrict 
that  competition,  while  its  chief  result  is  to  foster  the  trade  and 
Increase  the  business  of  those  who  make  and  operate  it  it  does  not 
violate  that  law. 

But,  if  its  necessary  effect  is  to  stifle  or  directly  and  substantially 
to  restrict  free  competition  in  commerce  among  the  states  or  with 
foreign  nations.  It  is  illegal  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute. 

[Ed.  Note — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  I  10; 

Dec.  Dig.  %  12.1 

-- 

^  For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  on  motion  to  quash  service  on  non- 
resident defendants  (152  Fed.  290),  see  ante,  p.  173 

For  opinion  of  Supreme  Court  afllrmlng  Judgment  (221  U.  S.  1)  ; 
Vol.  4,  p.  T9. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1900,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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MoNOPOLiSB   (I  12)— Axm-TKi70T  Act — Powbb  to  Rbbtbiot  Oompb- 

TITIOlf    YBSTD    BT    OOMnNATIOlT    IlTDICATiyE    OF    ITS    CHARACTBB. — 

The  power  to  restrict  competitloii  in  commerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations*  vested  In  a  person  or  an  associa- 
tion of  persons  by  a  combination,  Is  Indlcatlre  of  the  character  of 
the  combination,  because  It  Is  to  the  Interest  of  the  parties  that 
such  a  power  dionld  be  exercised,  and  the  presumption  is  tliat  it 
will  be. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  fi  10 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  f  12.] 

Movorousa  (f  20) — Ahti-Tbust  Act — GoifsiKATioir  in  Onb  Febbon 
or  Powbb  of  Many  to  BssTBicr  (Competition  Bbnubbs  That  Powbb 
HoBB  Bffbctitb  and  Dubablb. — ^The  combination  in  a  single  cor- 
poration or  person,  by  an  exchange  of  stock,  of  the  power  of  many 
stockholders  holding  the  same  proportions,  respectively,  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  stock  of  each  of  several  corporations  engaged  in  com- 
merce in  the  same  articles  among  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations, 
to  restrict  competition  therein,  renders  the  power  thus  vested  In 
the  former  greater,  more  easily  exercised,  more  durable,  and  more 
effective  than  that  previously  held  by  the  stockholders,  and  It  Is 
illegal. 

[Ed.  Note.-->For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  f  20.] 

MONOPOUBS  (f  20) — ^Anti-Tbxtst  Act — CJombination  Rbbtbioting 
GoMPBnnoN  in  Intbbbtatb  Oommbbcb  bt  Bxchanob  of  Stock  of 
Tbadin«  Oobpobations  Illbsal — FACTS-^CoNGLnsioN. — In  1890  the 
stockholders  of  the  Standard  Oil  Oompany  of  New  Jers^  owned  a 
majority  of  the  stock  of  19  other  corporations  in  the  same  pro- 
portions that  they  owned  the  stock  of  the  Standard  Company,  and 
those  20  corporations  controlled,  by  the  ownership,  of  the  majority 
of  their  [178]  stock  or  otherwise,  many  other  corporatlona  ISach 
of  these  corporations  was  engaged  in  some  pert  of  the  business  of 
producing,  buying,  refining,  transporting,  and  selling  petroleum 
and  its  products,  and  they  were  conducting  about  80  per  cent  of 
the  production  of  the  crude  oil  and  more  than  75  per  cent,  of  the 
business  of  purchasing,  refining,  transporting,  and  selling  petroleum 
and  its  products  in  this  country.  Many  of  them  were  engaged  In 
commerce  In  these  articles  among  the  several  states  and  with  for- 
eign nations,  and  were  naturally  competitive. 

During  the  10  years  prior  to  1879  the  7  individual  defendants  had 
acquired  control  of  many  corporations,  partnerships,  and  refineries 
that  had  been  competing  in  this  business,  had  placed  the  majority 
of  the  stock  of  those  corporations  and  the  interests  in  property  and 
business  thus  obtained  in  various  trustees,  to  be  held  and  operated 
by  them  for  the  stockholders  of  the  Standard  Oil  Ckunpany  of  Ohio, 
one  of  the  19  companies  in  which  the  individual  defendants  were 
principal  stockholders,  and  had  thereby  suppressed  competition 
among  these  oorporatioiis  and   partnerships.    In  1879  they  and 
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their  aBBOclatee  caused  all  the  trustees  to  convej  their  Interesta  in 
the  stock,  property,  and  business  of  all  these  corporations  to  6 
trustees,  to  be  held,  operated,  and  distributed  by  them  for  the  stock- 
holders of  the  Standard  Ck)mpany  of  Ohia  From  1879  until  1882 
th^  prevented  these  corporations  and  others  eogaged  in  this  busi- 
ness, of  which  they  secured  control,  from  competing  in  this  com- 
merce, by  causing  the  control  of  their  operations,  and  generally  of 
a  majority  of  their  stocks,  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  stockholders 
of  the  Standard  Company  of  Ohio,  and  from  1882  until  1889  they 
accomplished  the  same  result  by  a  similar  stockholding  derloe  and 
by  the  Joint  equitable  ownership  of  the  majority  of  the  stocks  of 
the  corporationa 

In  the  year  1899  the  7  IndiTidual  defendants  and  their  associates 
caused  the  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  19  corporations  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey  in  exchange  for 
its  stock,  so  that  the  latter  company  thereby  acquired  the  lega! 
title  to  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  each  of  the  19  companie0»  the 
control  of  these  companies  and  of  all  the  companies  which  they 
controlled,  and  the  power  to  fix  the  rates  of  transportation,  and  the 
purchase  and  selling  prices  of  petroleum  and  its  products,  which 
all  these  corporations  should  pay  and  receive  in  the  conduct  of 
their  business  in  commerce  among  the  states  and  with  foreign 
nations.  Since  that  exchange  of  stock  the  7  individual  defendants 
have  been  and  are  stockholders  and  officers  of  the  Standard  Com- 
pany of  New  Jersey*  which  has  exercised,  and  is  still  using,  that 
power,  and  by  its  use  it  has  prevented,  and  is  still  preventing,  com- 
petition in  commerce  among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations 
among  these  corporations. 

Heldf  the  transaction  constituted  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of,  and  to  monopolise,  commerce  among  the  states  and 
with  foreign  nations,  in  violation  of  sections  1  and  2  of  the  anti- 
trust act  of  July  2, 1890  (Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  28  Stat  209  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St  1901,  p.  8200]),  and  the  government  is  «ititled  to  an 
injunction  against  the  farther  continuance  and  operation  thereof. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  I  20.] 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

In  Equity.  Bill  by  the  United  States  against  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey  and  others.  Decree  for 
complainant. 

See,  also,  152  Fed.  290. 

Frank  B.  Kellogg  and  Charles  B.  Morrison  (The  Attorney 
General^  Cordenio  A.  Severance ^  J.  Ilarwood  Orave$,  and 
Guy  Ohasej  on  the  brief) ,  for  the  United  States. 
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John  O.  Johnson^  John  O.  MUbum^  D.  T.  Watson^  and 
Mortis  Rosenthal  {M.  F.  Elliott^  Martin  Carey ^  Frank  L. 
Crawford^  Chauncey  W.  [179]  Martyn^  Douglas  Campbell^ 
Walter  F.  Taylor,  John  M.  Freeman,  Ernest  O.  Irwin,  and 
IF.  /.  Lewis,  on  the  brief),  for  defendants. 

Before  Sanbokn,  Van  Devanter,  Hook,  and  Adams,  Cir- 
cuit Judges. 

Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the  United  States  to  enjoin  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  a  corporation,  about 
70  subsidiary  corporations,  and  7  individual  defendants, 
from  continuing  an  alleged  illegal  combination  in  restraint 
of  commerce  among  the  several  states,  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, in  the  territories,  and  with  foreign  nations,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July.  2,  1890,  c. 
647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901  p.  3200]).  The  pro- 
visions of  that  act  pertinent  to  the  issues  in  this  case  are: 

Section  1 : 

**  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  traat  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  Illegal." 

Section  2 : 

"Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 

Section  8 : 

"The  word  'person'  or  'persons*  wherever  used  in  this  act  shall 
be  deemed  to  Include  corporations  and  associations." 

Repeated  discussion  and  consideration  of  the  purpose  and 
meaning  of  this  act  have  established,  by  controlling  author- 
ity, beyond  debate  in  this  tribunal,  these  pertinent  rules  for 
its  interpretation  and  application  to  the  facts  of  this  case. 
The  test  of  the  legality  of  a  contract  or  combination  under 
this  act  is  its  direct  and  necessary  effect  upon  competition  in 
interstate  or  international  commerce.    If  the  necessary  effect 

10870'— 8.  Doc.  Ill,  aw,  vol  8 45 
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of  a  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy  is  to  stifle,  or  di- 
rectly and  substantially  to  restrict,  free  competition  in  com- 
merce among  the  states  or  with  foreign  naticMis,  it  is  a  con- 
tract, combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  that  trade, 
and  it  violates  this  law.  The  parties  to  it  are  presumed  to 
intend  the  inevitable  result  of  their  acts,  and  neither  their 
actual  intent  nor  the  reasonableness  of  the  restraint  imposed 
may  withdraw  it  from  the  denunciation  of  the  statute.  Ad- 
dyston  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States,  176  U.  S.  211,  284, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136 ;  Northern  Securities  Company 
V.  United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  831,  24  Sup.  Ct.  486,  48 
L.  Ed.  679;  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association.  171 
U.  8.  505,  577,  19  Sup.  Ct.  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259;  Hopkins  v. 
United  States j  171  U.  S.  579,  592, 19  Sup.  Ct.  40, 43  L.  Ed.  290. 

The  exchange  of  the  stock  or  shares  in  the  ownership  of 
competitive  corporations  engaged  in  interstate  or  interna- 
tional commerce  for  stock  or  shares  in  the  ownership  of  a 
single  corporation,  the  necessary  effect  of  which  is  a  direct 
and  substantial  restriction  of  competition  in  that  commerce, 
constitutes  a  combination  in  restraint  of  commerce  among 
the  states  or  with  foreign  nations  that  is  declared  illegal  by 
this  [180]  law.  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United 
Stales,  193  U.  S.  197,  354,  866,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed. 
679;  United  States  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.  (C.  C.)  164  Fed. 
700,  718. 

The  business  of  the  defendants  is  the  production  and  the 
purchase  of  petroleum,  its  storage,  its  transportation  from 
the  producing  wells  to  refineries,  the  refining  of  this  oil,  and 
the  transportation  and  sale  of  its  products  to  purchasers  in 
this  and  other  countries.  In  1865  John  D.  Rockefeller  owned 
a  refinery  in  Cleveland,  Ohio.  He  and  Samuel  Andrews 
formed  the  firm  of  Rockefeller  &  Andrews,  which  bought 
and  operated  this  refinery.  In  1870  the  successors  of  this 
firm,  John  D.  Rockefeller,  William  Rockefeller,  Samuel  An- 
drews, Henry  M.  Flagler,  and  Stephen  D.  Harkness,  owned 
two  refineries,  and  had  a  domestic  trade  in  oil  at  Cleveland 
and  a  warehousing  business  and  an  export  trade  at  the  port 
of  New  York,  which  they  vested  in  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany of  Ohio, a  corporation  with  a  capital  stockof  $1,000,000, 
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which  they  then  organized.  Between  the  organization  of 
that  corporation  in  1870  and  April  8, 1879,  Henry  H.  Rogers* 
John  D.  Archbold,  Oliver  H.  Payne,  and  Charles  M.  Pratt 
associated  themselves  with  the  Rockefellers  and  Flagler  and 
became  stockholders  in  this  corporation,  and  these  7  defend- 
ants and  their  associates  increased  the  number  of  its  stock- 
holders to  37,  its  capital  stock  to  $3,500,000,  the  value  of  its 
property  to  a  much  larger  sum,  and  acquired  for  the  stock- 
holders of  that  corporation,  by  the  purchase  of  property  con- 
veyed directly  to  it,  by  the  exchange  of  its  stock  for  stock  of 
other  corporations  and  for  interests  in  partnerships,  and  by 
placing  the  title  to  the  business  and  property  obtained  in 
new  corporations  organized  to  hold  them,  and  then  vesting 
the  title  to  a  majority  of  all  of  their  stock  in  various  indi- 
viduals in  trust  for  the  stockholders  of  the  Standard  Oil 
Company,  more  than  40  competitive  refineries  located,  re- 
spectively, in  Cleveland,  Pittsburg,  Titusville,  Parkersburg, 
Baltimore,  Philadelphia,  Bayonne,  New  York  Harbor,  Bos- 
ton, and  other  places,  and  the  ownership  of  the  entire  inter- 
est or  of  a  controlling  interest  in  more  than  30  companies, 
some  of  which  were  corporations,  while  others  were  partner- 
ships, engaged  in  the  same  general  business.  The  result  was 
that  on  April  8,  1879,  the  stockholders  of  the  Standard  Oil 
Company  were,  by  their  holdings  of  stock  and  by  their  posi- 
tion as  cestui  que  trust,  practically  the  owners  of  controlling 
interests  in  the  property  and  the  business  of  more  than  30 
companies  engaged  in  the  oil  business,  the  title  to  which  was 
held  in  trust  for  them  by  the  Standard  Oil  Company  and 
other  trustees  in  proportion  to  their  ownership  of  the  stock 
of  that  corporation.  Thereupon  on  that  day  the  Standard 
Oil  Company  and  all  the  other  trustees  conveyed  their  inter- 
ests in  the  stock,  property,  and  business  of  these  concerns  to 
George  H.  Vilas,  M.  R.  Keith,  and  George  F.  Chester,  in 
trust,  to  hold  and  manage  them  for,  and  to  divide  and  dis- 
tribute them  among,  the  37  stockholders  of  the  Standard  Oil 
Company  in  proportion  to  their  respective  holdings  of  the 
stock  of  that  company.  The  trustees,  however,  did  not  di- 
ride  or  distribute,  but  operated  the  refineries  and  the  com- 
panies which  they  held  under  this  deed,  and  with  their  earn- 
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ings  purchased  other  property  and  the  stock  of  other  ccHn- 
panies,  until  in  1882  they  held  in  this  trust  property  worth 
more  than  $55,000,000. 

[181]  In  January,  1882,  the  owners,  as  cestuis  que  trust 
and  otherwise,  of  all  this  property,  and  the  trustees,  George 
H.  Vilas,  M.  R.  Keith,  and  Greorge  F.  Chester,  entered  into 
a  trust  agreement  to  the  effect  that  all  the  stocks  they  owned 
in  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio  and  in  all  other  cor- 
porations and  limited  partnerships  engaged  in  the  oil  busi- 
ness, 39  of  which  were  mentioned  in  the  contract,  were  con- 
veyed to  9  trustees  during  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  them  and  for  21  years  thereaft^,  unless  the  trust 
was  sooner  dissolved  by  vote  of  the  shareholders;  that  these 
trustees  might  organize  other  corporations  to  produce,  manu- 
facture, refine,  and  deal  in  petroleum  and  its  products ;  that  they 
might  buy  with  the  trust  funds  bonds  or  stocks  of  other  com- 
panies engaged  in  similar  or  collateral  business;  that  as  stock- 
holders of  the  various  corporations  they  should  elect  the  offi- 
cers of  those  corporations;  that  they  should  issue  and  deliver, 
to  each  of  the  equitable  owners  of  the  stocks,  bonds,  and  prop- 
erty held  by  them,  trust  certificates,  which  should  show  the 
value  and  extent  of  his  interest  in  the  trust  in  shares  of  the 
par  value  of  $100  each;  and  that  they  should  supervise  the 
business  of  all  the  companies  whose  stock  they  held,  collect 
the  dividends  upon  the  stock  and  the  interest  upon  the  bonds 
in  their  possession,  and  distribute  the  income  thus  derived 
in  dividends  upon  the  trust  certificates.  Six  of  the  individ- 
ual defendants  were  six  of  the  nine  trustees,  and  these  trus- 
tees issued  for  the  stocks,  the  title  to  which  was  thus  con- 
veyed to  them,  trust  certifica^  of  the  par  value  of  $70,- 
000,000,  and  between  1882  and  March  21,  1892,  additional 
certificates  of  the  par  value  of  $27,250,000,  so  that  on  the 
latter  date  there  were  outstanding  certificates  for  972,500 
shares  in  the  trust. 

In  March,  1892,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  decided  that 
the  making  and  operation  of  this  trust  of  1882  were  beyond 
the  corporate  powers  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio 
and  tended  to  create  a  monopoly,  and  enjoined  that  corpora- 
tion from  continuing  its  operation.    State  v.  Standard  OH 
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Company,  49  Ohio  St.  187,  30  N.  E.  279,  291,  15  L.  R.  A. 
145,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  541.  A  few  days  later,  on  March  21, 
1892,  the  holders  of  the  trust  certificates  met  and  resolved 
that  the  trust  agreement  was  terminated  on  that  day,  that 
the  trustees  should  sell  aU  the  trust  property  except  the 
stocks  of  companies  held  by  them,  and  that  these  stocks 
should  be  distributed  to  the  owners  of  the  trust  certificates, 
who  then  numbered  several  thousands,  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  ownerships  of  shares  in  the  trust.  The  trustees 
then  held  stocks  in  84  companies.  They  first  transferred 
the  stocks  they  held  in  23  of  these  companies  to  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the  stocks  they  held  in 
11  of  these  companies  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New 
York,  the  stocks  they  held  in  3  of  these  companies  to  the 
South  Penn  Oil  Company,  the  stocks  they  held  in  4  of  them 
to  the  Forest  Oil  Company,  the  stocks  they  held  in  2  of 
them  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Indiana,  the  stocks 
they  held  in  4  of  them  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
Kentucky,  the  stock  they  held  in  1  of  them  to  the  Ohio 
Oil  Company,  the  stocks  they  held  in  3  of  them  to  the  Buck- 
eye Pipe  Line  Company,  the  stocks  they  held  in  2  of  them  to 
the  National  Transit  Company,  and  the  stocks  they  held 
in  11  of  them  to  the  Anglo-American  Oil  Company,  so  that 
they  retained  the  stocks  [182]  of  the  20  principal  companies, 
and  these  20  companies  held  the  stocks  in  the  64  other  com- 
panies. There  were  outstanding  trust  certificates  for  972,500 
shares  in  this  trust,  and  the  owners  of  these  certificates  were 
the  equitable  owners  of  the  stocks  in  all  these  companies. 
The  method  of  division  and  distribution  of  these  stocks 
adopted  by  the  trustees  was  this :  They  made  to  each  holder 
of  a  trust  certificate,  upon  his  surrender  of  it,  a  single  assign- 
ment of  as  many  972500ths  of  all  the  stocks  held  by  them  on 
July  1, 1892,  in  each  and  all  of  these  companies  as  the  holder 
of  the  trust  certificate  held  shares  in  the  trust.  If  he  had  one 
share,  he  received  one  assignment  of  ttiVtit  of  all  the  stocks ; 
and  if  he  held  256,854  shares,  he  received  f HfH  of  all  the 
shares  held  in  the  trust  But  the  receipt  by  the  assignee  of 
his  share  of  the  stock  of  any  one  of  these  companies  was 
conditioned  by  the  terms  of  the  assignment  upon  his  accept- 
ing his  share  of  the  stock  of  all  of  them.    This  method  of 
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distribution  appears  to  have  deterred  many  of  the  holders 
of  trust  certificates  from  surrendering  them  and  accepting 
their  shares  of  the  stocks.  The  individual  defendants,  how- 
ever, and  their  more  intimate  associates,  surrendered  their 
trust  certificates  and  took  sufficient  shares  of  the  stocks  to 
aggregate  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  each  of  the  20  com- 
panies and  secured  to  themselves  the  control  and  management 
of  all  the  companies  in  that  way  until  the  year  1899. 

In  that  year  the  defendant  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  a  corporation,  was  one  of  the  20  companies. 
The  par  value  of  its  capital  stock  was  $10,000,000.  Its  char- 
ter was  then  so  amended  that  it  was  empowered  to  do  all 
kinds  of  mining,  manufacturing,  trading,  and  transportation 
business,  to  acquire,  hold,  vote,  sell,  and  assign  shares  of 
capital  stock,  and  to  carry  on  its  business  in  all  parts  of  the 
world.  Its  capital  stock  was  increased  to  $100,000,000,  and 
the  stock  of  the  other  19  companies  was  exchanged  for  the 
stock  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  so  that 
the  latter  company  succeeded  to  the  legal  title  to  the  major- 
ity of  the  stock  of  the  19  companies,  and  thereby  to  the 
management  and  control  of  those  companies  and  of  all  the 
companies  which  they  controlled.  Henceforth  in  this  dis- 
cussion the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey  will  be 
called  the  '^  principal  company,^  and  the  companies  it  then 
and  thereafter  controlled  the  "  subsidiary  companies.'' 

Between  1899  and  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  this  case  in 
November,  1906,  the  affairs  of  the  principal  company  and  of 
the  subsidiary  companies  have  been  managed  by  the  former 
as  the  business  of  a  single  person.  Subsidiary  companies 
have  come  and  gone  at  its  bidding,  but  it  still  holds  the  con- 
trol of  more  than  30  of  the  chief  companies  whose  manage- 
ment was  committed  to  it  in  1899.  The  par  value  of  the 
capital  stock  of  these  companies  in  1899  was  about  100,- 
000,000.  In  1908  it  was  more  than  $150,000,000.  Among 
them  are  9  companies,  the  owners  of  16  refineries,  while  the 
principal  company  has  several,  engaged  in  manufacturing 
illuminating  oil  and  other  products  of  petroleum,  12  trans- 
portation companies,  the  owners  in  1899  of  10,749  and  in 
1908  of  45,227  miles  of  gathering  pipe  lines,  and  in  1899  of 
8,904  and  in  1908  of  9,388  miles  of  trunk  pipe  lines,  capable 
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of  gathering  from  the  [1S8]  wells  and  pumping  oil  from 
Pennsylyai^a,  Indiana,  Kansas,  and  Oklahoma  to  the  At- 
lantic seaboard  and  to  the  refineries,  6  marketing  companies, 
which  in  1906  had  8,574  selling  stations  scattered  throughout 
the  United  States,  and  several  producing  companies. 

The  crude  oil  is  transported  from  the  oil  fields  to  the  re- 
fineries by  pipe  lines,  and  the  products  from  the  refineries 
and  storage  tanks  to  the  selling  stations  by  tank  cars,  and, 
when  exported,  by  ships.  From  1899  to  1907  the  principal 
company  and  the  subsidiary  companies  it  has  operated  under 
this  trust  produced  more  than  one-tenth  of  the  crude  oil 
obtained  in  this  country,  transported  more  than  four-fifths 
of  the  petroleum  derived  from  the  Pennsylvania  and  Indi- 
ana oil  fields,  manufactured  more  than  three- fourths  of  all 
the  crude  ml  refined  in  the  United  States,  owned  and  oper- 
ated more  than  (me-half  of  all  the  tank  cars  used  to  distrib- 
ute its  products,  marketed  more  than  four-fifths  of  all  the 
illuminating  oil  sold  in  the  United  States,  exported  more 
than  'four-fifths  of  all  the  illuminating  oil  sent  forth  from  the 
United  States,  sold  more  than  four-fifths  of  all  the  naphtha 
sold  in  the  United  States,  and  sold  more  than  nine-tenths  of 
all  the  lubricating  oil  sold  to  railroad  companies  in  the 
United  States.  The  principal  company,  by  means  of  this 
trust  and  the  commanding  volume  of  the  oil  business  which 
it  acquired  thereby,  secured,  and  it  has  since  exercised  and 
is  using,  the  power  to  prevent  competition  between  the  com- 
panies it  controls,  to  fix  for  them  the  purchase  price  of  the 
crude  oil,  the  rates  for  its  transportation,  and  the  selling 
prices  of  fts  products.  It  has  prevented,  and  is  preventing, 
any  competition  in  interstate  and  international  commerce 
in  petroleum  and  its  products  between  its  subsidiary  com- 
panies and  between  those  companies  and  itself. 

The  United  States  charged  in  its  bill  that  between  1869 
and  1879  the  7  individual  defendants  conspired  to  restrain 
interstate  and  international  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its 
products,  that  they  combined  with  each  other  and  with 
numerous  corporations  and  partnerships  named,  and  by  the 
union  of  competing  companies,  by  the  trust  of  1879,  by  the 
trust  of  1882,  and  by  the  formation  and  operation  of  the 
vtodcholding  trust  of  1899,  they  have  restrained  and  are  still 
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restraining  that  commerce.  Attention  is  challenged  to  the 
fact  that  these  defendants  constitute  only  7  of  ^bout  5,000 
stockholders  of  the  principal  company  and  only  7  of  its  15 
directors,  and  that  they  own  but  little  more  than  one-third 
of  its  stock,  and  it  is  contended  that  no  adequate  proof  has 
been  presented  that  they  are,  or  were  in  1906,  when  the  bill 
was  filed,  controlling  or  directing  the  operations  of  the  prin- 
cipal or  subsidiary  corporations,  or  operating  the  stockhold- 
ing trust  of  1899.  But  a  third  of  the  stock  of  a  great  corpo- 
ration, when  the  remainder  is  scattered  among  thousands 
of  followers,  and  7  out  of  15  friendly  directors,  may  control 
a  board  of  directors  and  a  corporation;  and  evidence  in  this 
case,  too  voluminous  for  recitation  or  review,  has  convinced 
that  prior  to  1879  these  7  defendants  combined  to  secure  and 
obtained  the  control  of  companies  competing  in  interstate 
commerce  in  oil  and  suppressed  their  competition,  that  they 
caused  the  formation  and  execution  of  the  trusts  of  1879 
and  1882,  that  they  directed  and  followed  that  unique 
method  of  distributing  the  stock  held  in  the  latter  trust  by 
which  it  was  [184]  not  distributed  to  the  majority  of  the 
stockholders  for  many  years  after  1892,  while  they  and  their 
associates  held  the  control  of  it  and  of  the  corporations  it 
commanded,  that  they  caused  the  stockholding  trust  of  1899, 
and  that  by  means  of  that  trust  they  still  hold  the  actual 
control  and  direction  of  »the  Standard  Company  and  of  its 
subsidiary  corporations,  and  that  since  1899  they  have  been 
and  still  are  engaged  in  carrying  into  effect  and  executing 
that  trust. 

The  acts  of  these  and  other  defendants  prior  'to  July  2, 
1890,  did  not  violate  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  that  year,  be- 
cause it  was  not  then  in  existence.  Whether  or  not  their 
transactions  constituted  a  violation  of  the  common  law  is 
a  question  much  discussed,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  deter- 
mine in  this  case.  However  that  may  be,  the  acts  of  the 
defendants  and  the  effect  of  their  transactions  in  the  conduct 
of  the  oil  trade  prior  to  July  2,  1890,  which,  if  done  there- 
after, would  have  constituted  a  violation  of  the  law  of  that 
date,  are  competent  and  material  evidence  of  the  dominant 
purpose  and  the  probable  effect  of  their  similar  transactions 
in  that  business  since  that  date,  and  for  that  purpose  they 
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may  be  considered.  Laying  out  of  view  the  acts  of  the  de- 
fendants prior  to  July  2,  1890,  except  as  evidence  of  their 
purpose,  of  their  continuing  conduct,  and  of  its  effect,  do  the 
stockholding  trust  of  1899  and  its  continuing  operation  con- 
stitute an  illegal  restraint  of  interstate  or  international  com- 
merce, in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  1890? 

The  purpose  of  this  statute  was  to  keep  the  rates  of  trans- 
portation and  the  prices  of  articles  in  interstate  and  inter- 
national commerce  open  to  free  competition.  Any  contract 
or  combination  of  two  or  more  parties,  whereby  the  control 
of  such  rates  or  prices  is  taken  from  separate  competitors  in 
that  trade  and  vested  in  a  person  or  an  association  of  per- 
sons, necessarily  restricts  competition  and  restrains  that 
commerce.  The  formation  or  maintenance  by  competing 
corporations  of  an  association  to  determine  their  rates  of 
transportation  ( United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  As- 
sociation, 166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007; 
United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association^  171  U.  S.  505,  19 
Sup.  Ct  25, 43  L.  Ed.  259),  agreements  of  competitive  manu- 
facturers and  traders  not  to  compete  in  the  purchase  or  sale 
of  articles  in  interstate  commerce,  or  to  buy  or  to  sell  them  at 
prices  fixed  by  a  mutual  agent  or  association  {Continental 
WaU  Paper  Co.  v.  Voight  cfe  Sons  Company j  212  U.  S.  227, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  280,  58  L.  Ed.  486;  Addyston  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  y. 
United  States,  175  U.  S.  211,  217,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed. 
136;  Id.,  85  Fed.  271,  285-294,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  155-164,  46 
L.  R.  A.  122 ;  Swift  <&  Company  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S. 
875,  395,  25  Sup.  Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518;  Chattanooga 
Foundry  <6  Pipe  Works  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  203  U.  S.  390, 
396,  27  Sup.  Ct  65,  51  L.  Ed.  241 ;  Montague  dk  Company  v. 
Lowry,  193  U.  S.  38,  41,  24  Sup.  Ct  307,  48  L.  Ed.  608) ,  the 
conveyance  of  the  stock  or  property  of  competitors  to  a 
trustee  or  trustees  to  hold  and  operate  as  a  single  interest 
{DistiUing  <&  Cattle  Feeding  Co.  v.  People,  156  111.  448,  488, 
41  N.  E.  i88,  201,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  200),  the  exchange  of  the 
stocks  or  the  property  of  competitive  corporations  for  the 
stock  or  for  interests  in  a  single  corporation,  which  thereby 
acquires  the  power  to  control  the  rates  of  transportation  or 
the  prices  of  articles  in  interstate  com[185]merce  in  which 
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the  corporations  were  dealing  (Northern  Securities  Com- 
pany y.  United  States^  193  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct  436,  48  L. 
Ed.  679;  United  States  t.  Amerioan  Tobacco  Company 
[C.  C]  164  Fed.  700,  710;  Continental  Securities  Company 
v.  Interhorough  Rapid  Transit  Company  [C.  C]  165  Fed. 
»45,  953 ;  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  682,  686,  43  N.  W. 
1102,  1103,  6  L.  R.  A.  457;  Harding  v.  American  Glucose 
Company,  182  HI.  551,  615,  55  N.  E.'577,  698,  64  L.  E.  A- 
738,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  189 ;  Dunbar  v.  American  Telephone  dk 
Telegraph  Co.,  224  HI.  9,  23,  24,  79  N.  E.  423,  427,  116  Am. 
St.  Rep.  132),  are  alike  declared  to  be  illegal  by  this  law. 
In  the  construction  and  enforcement  of  this  statute,  corpo- 
rations are  persons,  they  are  legal  entities  distinct  frcmi  their 
stockholders,  and  the  combination  of  two  or  more  of  them 
in  restraint  of  trade  is  as  unlawful  as  the  combination  of 
individuals. 

By  the  trust  of  1899  more  than  30  corporations  were  com- 
bined with  the  principal  company,  and  that  corporation 
was  given  the  power  to  fix  the  rates  of  transportation  and 
the  purchase  and  selling  prices  which  all  these  companies 
should  pay* and  receive  for  petroleum  and  its-  products 
throughout  the  republic  and  in  the  traffic  with  foreign  na- 
tions. The  principal  company  and  many  of  the  subsidiary 
corporations  were  then  and  still  are  engaged  in  interstate 
and  international  commerce,  many  of  them  were  capable  of 
competing  with  each  other  in  that  trade,  and  would  have 
been  actively  competitive  if  they  had  been  owned  by  dif- 
ferent individuals  or  different  groups  of  individuals.  Thus 
the  principal  company  in  1899  owned  and  operated  several 
refineries  in  New  Jersey,  West  Virginia,  and  Maryland, 
which  in  the  year  1906  had  a  capacity  of  19,854,900  barrels 
of  crude  oil  yearly.  The  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New 
York,  one  of  the  subsidiary  companies,  owned  and  operated 
several  refineries  in  the  state  of  New  York,  whidi  in  the 
year  1906  had  a  capacity  of  6,782^060  barrels  yearly.  These 
companies  drew  much  of  the  crude  oil  which  they  refined 
from,  and  marketed  much  of  their  products,  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  states  in  which  their  refineries  were  located. 
The  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  New  Yoi^  Company  and 
of  18  other  corporations  engaged  in  different  branches  of 
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the  production,  manufacture,  and  sale  of  petroleum  and  its 
products  was  conveyed  to  the  New  Jersey  Company  in  ex- 
change for  its  stock,  and  the  latter  has  ever  since  controlled 
and  operated  aU  these  corporations  and  those  which  they 
controlled,  and  has  prevented  them  from  competing  with  it 
or  with  each  other. 

In  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United  States^  193 
U.  S.  197,  321,  322,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679,  ]VIr.  Hill, 
Mr.  Morgan,  and  their  associates  acquired  the  control  of  a 
majority  of  the  voting  stock  of  two  competitive  railway  com- 
panies, and  by  means  of  that  ownership  the  power  to  prevent 
them  from  actually  competing.  This  group  of  stockholders 
subsequently  transferred  their  controlling  interest  in  the 
stock  of  each  of  these  companies  to  the  Northern  Securities 
Company  in  exchange  for  its  stock,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
decided  that  this  transaction  constituted  a  combination  in 
restraint  of  commerce  among  the  states,  and  affirmed  a  decree 
of  this  court  which  enjoined  the  continuance  of  its  opera- 
tion. The  defendants  and  their  associates  ac[  186] quired 
the  control  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  more  than  30  cor- 
porations, many  of  which  were  potentially  and  naturally 
competitive,  prevented  their  competition  by  means  of  this 
ownership,  and  then  by  the  transfer  of  the  stock  of  19  of 
them  to  the  principal  company  in  exchange  for  its  stock 
placed  in  that  company  the  control  and  management  of  all 
of  them.  If  it  was  a  violation  of  the  anti-trust  act  to  com- 
bine the  control  of  competitive  corporations  in  a  third  in 
the  case  of  the  Northern  Securities  Company,  why  was  it 
not  as  much  a  violation  of  it  to  combine  the  control  of  10 
or  20  or  30  of  these  corporations  in  one  of  their  number  in 
the  case  in  hand? 

The  defendants  answer:  (1)  Because  these  corporations 
were  not  competitors,  and  had  not  been  such  since  1879; 
(2)  because  the  stockholders  of  the  principal  company  were 
the  joint  owners  of  the  stock  of  the  subsidiary  companies, 
and  had  the  right  to  convey  their  stock  in  the  latter  to  the 
former  in  trust  for  themselves,  and  Congress  wafi  without 
power  to  restrict  their  acquisition,  their  method  of  holding, 
or  their  disposition  of  their  title  to  their  property,  or  their 
use  of  it;   (3)  because  the  corporations  whose  stock  was 
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vested  in  a  holdkig  company  in  the  Northern  Securities 
Company'^8  case  were  railway  companies,  which  were 
charged  with  the  discharge  of  public  duties,  their  perform- 
ance of  which  was  peculiarly  subject  to  regulation  by  the 
nation  and  the  state,  while  the  corporations  whose  stock  was 
vested  in  the  Standard  Oil  Company  in  this  case  were  pri- 
vate corporations;  and  (4)  because,  if  any  restraint  of  trade 
resulted  from  the  trust  of  1899,  it  was  neither  direct,  imme- 
diate, nor  substantial. 

1.  The  first  two  answers  were  overruled  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Securities  Company,  and 
the  questions  they  present  are  not  debatable  here.  It  is 
true,  with  negligible  exceptions,  that  the  stockholders  of  the 
defendant  corporations  were  the  joint  equitable  owners  of 
them  from  1879,  or  from  their  subsequent  organizations,  re- 
spectively, until  July  1, 1899;  but  the  great  majority  of  these 
stockholders  never  held  the  legal  title  to  their  stock,  except 
during  a  few  months  between  1896  and  1900.  In  1899  the 
stockholders  of  the  principal  company  were  the  stockholders 
of  the  subsidiary  companies,  and  each  stockholder  held  the 
same  share  or  interest  in  each  of  the  corporations.  By 
means  of  this  joint  ownership  and  the  trusts  of  1879  and 
1882,  the  natural  competition  between  these  corporations 
had  been  prevented  for  a  much  longer  time  in  1899  than 
had  the  competition  between  the  two  railway  companies 
when  their  stocks  were  vested  in  the  holding  company  in 
1901  in  the  Northern  Securities  Company'^s  case.  But  this 
fact  cannot  constitute  a  material  difference,  and  in  all  other 
respects  the  facts  of  the  two  cases  regarding  competition 
are  practically  identical.  Hill,  Morgan,  and  their  associates 
acquired  control  of  the  two  railway  corporations  long  before 
they  placed  their  stock  in  the  Securities  Company  in  1901. 
PearsaU  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Go.^  161  U.  S.  646,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  705,  40  L.  Ed.  838.  Those  companies  were  natural  and 
potential  competitors;  but  this  group  of  stockholders  held 
the  power  to  prevent  them  from  actively  competing,  and  it 
is  as  incredible  that  they  were  actually  doing  so  after  they 
came  under  the  control  of  that  group  as  it  is  that  the  de- 
fendant corpora[187]tions  were  engaged  in  actual  com- 
petition during:  the  nineties.     It  was  the  granting  of  the 
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power  to  prevent  competition  to  the  holding  company,  not 
the  subsequent  exercise  of  that  power,  that  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court  brought  the  combination  under  the 
ban  of  the  law  {Harriman  v.  Northern  Securities  Company, 
197  U.  S.  244,  297,  25  Sup.  Ct  493,  49  L.  Ed.  739) ;  and  a 
similar,  but  greater,  power  was  vested  in  the  principal  com- 
pany in  this  case  by  the  trust  of  1899.  For  some  time, 
therefore,  before  the  transfer  in  each  of  these  cases,  a  group 
of  stockholders  controlled  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  poten- 
tially competitive  corporations  which  they  vested  in  the  hold- 
ing company,  so  that  the  latter  had  the  power  to  operate 
them  together  without  competition,  and  the  rule  which  gov- 
erns one  must  control  the  other. 

2.  The  contention  that  Congress  has  no  power  to  restrict 
the  acquisition,  the  method  of  holding  the  title,  and  the  dis- 
position and  the  use  of  property,  was  forcibly  urged  upon  the 
attention  of  the  courts  in  many  forms  in  the  case  of  the 
Northern  Securities  Company ,  193  U.  S.  272, 273,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
436,  48  L.  Ed.  679 ;  but  the  answer  to  it  was,  as  it  must  be  ' 
here,  that  no  question  of  the  mere  acquisition,  or  method  of 
holding  or  of  disposition,  of  the  title  to  property,  was  there 
or  is  here  in  issue ;  that  the  question  there  was,  as  it  is  here, 
whether  a  certain  method  of  holding  the  stocks  which  con- 
trol several  corporations  may  be  used  to  prevent  competi- 
tion between  them  in  interstate  and  international  trade.  And 
Congress  has  plenary  and  indisputable  power  under  the  com- 
mercial clause  of  the  Constitution  to  restrict  and  regulate 
the  use  of  every  instrumentality  employed  in  interstate  or 
international  commerce,  so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  do 
so  in  order  to  prevent  the  restraint  thereof  denounced  by  the 
Anti-Trust  Act  of  1890.  Northern  Securities  Company  v. 
United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  334,  338,  346,  350,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
436, 48  L.  Ed.  679 ;  United  States  v.  Northern  Securities  Com- 
pany (C.  C.)  120  Fed.  721, 729 ;  Addyston  Pipe  dk  Steel  Com- 
pany V.  United  States,  176  U.  S.  211,  228,  229, 20  Sup.  Ct.  96, 
44  L.  Ed.  136 ;  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  (&  Steel  Co,, 
85  Fed.  284,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A.  122 ;  Smiley  v.  Kan- 
SOS,  196  U.  S.  447,  456,  25  Sup.  a.  289,  49  L.  Ed.  546 ;  New 
Haven  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Interstate  Comnnerce  Commission,  200 
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U.  S.  361,  898,  26  Sup.  Ct.  272,  50  L.  Ed.  616;  TeoMU  dk  Pa- 
cific By.  Co.  V.  Mugg,  202  U.  S.  242,  245,  26  Sup.  Ct  628,  60 
L.  Ed.  1011 ;  Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  United  States^  209  U.  S. 
56,  82,  28  Sup.  Ct.  428,  62  L.  Ed.  681;  Shawnee  Compress 
Company  v.  Anderson^  209  U.  S.  428,  433,  28  Sup.  Ct.  572, 
52  L.  'Ed.  865;  United  States  v.  American  Tobacco  Company 
(C.  C.)  164  Fed.  700,  718. 

3.  It  is  true  that  railway  corporations  owe  duties  to  the 
public  which  do  not  rest  upon  trading,  manufacturing,  and 
private  transportation  companies,  such  as  the  duty  to  op- 
erate continuaUy  their  railroads  and  the  duty  to  carry  per- 
sons and  property  presented  for  transportation  at  reasonable 
rates;  but  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  and  the  exertion  of  that  power  manifested 
in  the  Anti-Trust  Act  embrace  all  persons  and  corporations 
engaged  in  such  commerce,  as  is  amply  illustrated  in  the  vari- 
ous applications  of  the  act  which  have  been  made  in  the 
several  decisions  here  cited.  The  mis  [188]  chief  against 
which  that  law  was  leveled  is  not  less  threatening  from  a 
vast  combination  of  private  corporations  owning  and  using 
in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  property  worth  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  than  from  a  combination  of  two  rail- 
way companiea  The  act  makes  no  distinction  between  them, 
it  excepts  neither  class,  and  where  Congress  has  made  no 
exception  it  is  not  the  province  of  the  courts  to  do  so.  No 
countervailing  reason  overcomes  these  considerations,  and  the 
vesting  of  the  majority  of  the  stock  of  many  potentially 
competitive  private  corporations  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce in  a  holding  company,  which  would  be  violative  of 
the  Anti-Trust  Act  if  made  by  the  stockholders  of  railway 
companies  of  that  character,  must  be  subject  to  the  con- 
demnation of  that  statute. 

The  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  was  to  prevent  the 
stifling  and  the  substantial  restriction  of  competition  in  in- 
terstate and  international  commerce.  The  test  under  that 
act  of  the  legality  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy  is  its  direct 
and  necessary  effect  upon  such  competition.  If  its  necessary 
effect  is  but  incidentally  or  indirectly  to  restrict  competi- 
tion, while  its  chief  result  is  to  foster  the  trade  and  increase 
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the  business  of  those  who  make  and  operate  it,  it  is  not  viola- 
tive of  this  law.  Hopkins  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S.  678, 
692,  19  Sup.  Ct  40,  48  L.  Ed.  290;  Anderson  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  004,  006,  19  Sup.  Ct.  60,  48  L.  Ed.  300; 
United  States  v.  Joint  Traf^  Association,  171  U.  S.  605,  668, 
19  Sup.  Ct  26,  43  L.  Ed.  269;  Addyston  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  v. 
United  States,  176  U.  S.  211,  246,  20  Sup.  Ct,  96,  44  L.  Ed. 
136.  But  if  its  necessary  effect  is  to  stifle,  or  directly  and 
substantiaUy  to  restrict,  free  competition  in  commerce  among 
the  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  it  is  a  combination  or  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  that  trade,  and  it  falls  under  the  ban 
of  the  act.  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso- 
ciation, 166  U.  S.  290,  339,  340, 342, 17  Sup.  Ct.  640, 41  L.  Ed. 
1007 ;  Addyston  Pipe  rf  Steel  Company  v.  United  States,  176 
U.  S.  211, 284,  ?0  Sup.  Ct.  96, 44  L.  Ed.  186 ;  United  States  v. 
Joint  Traffic  Association,  171  U.  S.  606,  676,  677, 19  Sup.  Ct 
26, 43  L.  Ed.  269 ;  United  States  v.  Northern  Securities  Comr 
pany  (C.  C.)  120  Fed.  721,  722. 

And  the  poyrcr  to  restrict  competition  in  interstate  and 
international  commerce,  vested  in  a  person  or  an  association 
of  persons  by  a  contract  or  combination,  is  indicative  of  its 
character ;  for  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  that  such  a 
power  should  be  exercised,  and  the  presumption  is  that  it 
will  be.  In  the  case  under  consideration  it  has  been  exer- 
cised, and  thereby  the  principal  company  has  prevented  com- 
petition between  the  corporations  it  controls  since  1899.  In 
Harriman  v.  Northern  Securities  Company,  197  U.  S.,  at 
page  291, 26  Sup.  Ct  603, 49  L.  Ed.  739,  Chief  Justice  Fuller, 
speaking  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Securities 
Company,  said : 

"For  the  purposes  of  that  suit  it  was  enough  that  in  any  capacity 
the  Securities  Company  had  the  power  to  vote  the  railway  shares  and 
to  receive  the  dividends  thereon.  The  objection  was  that  the  exer- 
cise of  its  powers,  whether  those  of  owner  or  of  trustee,  would  tend 
to  prevent  competition,  and  thus  to  restrain  commerce.  Some  of  our 
number  thought  that,  as  the  Securities  Company  owned  the  stoclc,  the 
relief  sought  could  not  be  granted;  but  the  conclusion  was  that  the 
I)osses8ioD  of  the  power,  which,  if  exercised,  would  prevent  1189]  com- 
petition, brougnt  the  case  withhi  the  statute,  no  matter  what  the 
tenure  of  title  was." 
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4.  CJouBsel  argue  with  persuasive  force  that  the  transfer  of 
the  stock  of  the  19  corporations  to  the  principal  company 
wrought  no  substantial  restriction  of  competition,  because 
the  owners  of  that  stock  had  and  exercised  the  same  power  of 
restraint  before  that  transfer  that  was  vested  in  the  Standard 
Oil  C!ompany  of  New  Jersey  thereafter.  But  the  power  of 
the  principal  company  after  the  transfer  of  1899  to  fix  the 
prices  at  which  the  30  corporations  should  buy  and  sell  the 
articles  in  which  they  dealt,  the  terms  of  their  purchases  and 
sales,  their  rates  for  the  transportation  of  oil  and  its  prod- 
ucts, and  all  the  infinite  details  of  their  vast  operations  in 
which  they  might  compete,  and  thereby  to  prevent  their 
competition,  was  greater,  more  easily  and  quickly  exercised, 
and  hence  more  effective,  than  it  could  have  been  in  the  hands 
of  3,000  scattered  stockholders.  The  trust  deed  of  1879,  the 
trust  agreement  of  1882,  the  withholding  of  the  separate  cer- 
tificates of  shares  of  stock  in  each  corporation  from  the 
holders  of  the  trust  certificates  in  the  dissolution  of  that  trust 
until  they  took  their  shares  in  all  ol  the  corporations,  bear 
convincing  testimony  to  the  soundness  of  this  proposition. 
The  combination  formed  by  that  transfer  and  its  power  to 
restrict  competition  were  less  liable  to  be  destroyed,  more 
reliable  and  permanent,  than  those  springing  from  the  joint 
ownership  by  3,000  stockholders  of  each  corporation.  There 
is  much  more  probability  that  corporations  potentially  com- 
petitive  will  separate  and  compete,  when  each  of  their  stock- 
holders has  a  separate  certificate  of  his  shares  of  stock  in 
each  corporation,  which  he  is  free  to  sell,  than  when  a  ma- 
jority of  the  stock  of  each  of  the  corporations  is  held  by  a 
single  corporation,  which  has  the  power  to  vote  the  stock  and 
to  operate  them.  And  although  the  group  of  stockholders  led 
by  Mr.  Hill  and  Mr.  Morgan  had  the  same  power  to  prevent 
competition  between  the  two  railway  companies  that  the 
stockholders  of  these  corporations  had  to  prevent  competition 
between  them,  the  Supreme  Court  held  in  the  case  of  the 
Northern  Securities  Company  that  their  transfer  of  their 
stock  to  the  holding  company  granted  to  that  corporation  a 
power  so  much  greater  and  more  effective  than  that  held  by 
the  stockholders  of  the  railway  companies  that  the  necessary 
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effect  of  it  was  a  restriction  of  competition  so  direct  and 
substantia]  that  it  made  it  an  illegal  combination  m  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce. 

Because  the  power  to  restrict  competition  in  interstate 
commerce  granted  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New 
Jersey  by  the  transfer  to  it  of  the  stock  of  the  19  companies 
and  of  the  authority  to  manage  and  operate  them  and  the 
other  corporations  which  they  controlled  was  the  absolute 
power  to  prevent  competition  among  any  of  these  corpo- 
rations, because  this  power  was  greater,  more  easily  exercised, 
more  effective,  and  more  durable  than  that  which  the  3,000 
stockholders  of  these  corporations  previously  had,  because 
many  of  these  corporations  were  potentially  competitive  and 
were  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  transfer  of  the  stock  of  the  19  companies  to  the 
holding  company  was,  under  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the 
Northern  Securities  Company,  a  direct  and  substantial 
restric[190]tion  of  that  commerce,  that  transfer  and  the 
operation  of  the  companies  under  it  constituted  a  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  international 
commerce  in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2, 1890. 

This  court  is  not  authorized  to  punish  past  violations  of 
this  law  in  this  suit.  Its  power  is  "  to  prevent  and  restrain 
violations  of  this  act,"  and  the  defendants  insist  that  the 
United  States  is  entitled  to  no  relief,  because  it  has  failed  to 
prove  that  they  are  now  violating,  or  that  when  the  bill 
was  filed  they  were  violating,  this  law.  But  the  power  to 
vote  the  stock,  to  elect  the  oflScers  of  the  subsidiary  corpora- 
tions, to  control  and  operate  them,  and  thereby  to  restrict 
their  competition  in  interstate  and  international  commerce, 
was  illegally  granted  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New 
Jersey  in  1899,  and  that  company  ever  since  has  exercised 
imlawfuUy  and  is  still  so  using  that  authority,  the  seven 
individual  defendants  are  dominating  and  directing  its  exer- 
cise of  this  power,  the  subsidiary  corporations  are  knowingly 
submitting  to  and  assisting  that  exercise,  and  all  of  them  are 
participating  in  the  fruits  of  it.  These  are  menacing  and 
continuing  violations  of  the  act  which  Congress  has  imposed 
the  duty  upon  the  courts  to  restrain  and  prevent. 
lOSYO"— S.  Doc  111,  82-1,  vol  8 46 
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The  second  section  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  declares  that : 


*   14 


Every  person  who  shall  OMmopoUse,  or  attempt  to  monopolixe.  or 
combine,  or  conspire,  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolise 
any  part  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  severai  states  or  with  for- 
eign nations  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 

The  United  States  alleges  in  its  bill  that  the  object  and 
effect  of  the  illegal  combination  and  conspiracy,  which  has 
been  found  to  exist,  were  to  monopolize,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants combined  and  conspired  to  monopolize,  a  substantial 
part  of  interstate  and  international  commerce  in  petroleum 
and  its  products,  in  violation  of  this  section  of  the  law.  It 
also  avers  that  at  various  times  between  1870  and  the  date 
of  the  filing  of  the  bill  the  defendants  (1)  secured  from 
common  carriers  preferential  rates  and  rebates;  (2)  made 
contracts  with  some  of  their  competitors  which  limited  the 
production,  output,  and  markets  of  the  latter;  (3)  operated 
companies  represented  to  be  independent,  when  they  were 
not  so;  (4)  procured  from  employees  of  railroads  ir formation 
of  the  trade  of  competitors,  and  used  it  to  destroy  the  latters' 
business  and  to  secure  the  commerce  for  themselves;  and  (5) 
sold  their  products  at  times  and  places  where  there  was 
competition  below  remunerative  prices,  and  recouped  their 
losses  by  selling  such  products  at  high  prices  at  other  times 
and  places. 

The  gist  of  the  violation  of  the  second  section  of  the  act 
charged  in  the  bill,  however,  is  not  the  monopolization  of 
interstate  or  international  conunerce  by  a  single  person  or 
corporation.  It  is  the  combination  and  conspiracy  of  the 
numerous  defendants,  many  of  them  formerly  competitors, 
to  restrain  trade  and  to  monopolize  that  commerie,  and  the 
burden  of  its  prayer  is  that  the  continuance  of  this  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  may  be  enjoined. 

The  proof  is  conclusive  that  the  defendants  have  secured 
and  now  enjoy  a  very  substantial  part  of  the  interstate  and 
international  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its  products.  But 
counsel  for  the  defendants  in[191]sist  that  this  does  not 
constitute  an  unlawful  monopoly,  that  such  a  monopoly  does 
not  result  from  the  magnitude  or  proportion  of  the  com- 
merce obtained  by  one  or  more  individuals  or  corporations, 
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unless  unlawful  means  are  used  to  obtain  it,  and  that  the 
power  of  the  court  to  enjoin  under  the  second  section  is 
limited  to  the  prohibition  of  the  use  of  continuing  or 
threatened  unlawful  means  and  their  like  which  have  a  direct 
and  substantial  effect  to  continue  the  illegal  monopoly. 

Undoubtedly  every  person  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
necessarily  attempts  to  draw  to  himself,  to  the  exclusion  of 
others,  and  thereby  to  monopolize,  a  part  of  that  trade. 
Every  sale  and  every  transportation  of  an  article  which  is 
the  subject  of  interstate  commerce  evidences  a  successful  at- 
tempt to  monopolize  that  trade  or  cc«nmerce  which  concerns 
that  sale  or  transportation.  If  the  second  section  of  the  act 
prohibits  every  attempt  to  monopolize  any  part  of  interstate 
commerce,  it  forbids  all  competition  therein,  and  defeats  the 
only  purpose  of  the  law;  for  there  can  be  no  competition, 
unless  each  competitor  is  permitted  to  attempt  to  draw  to 
himself,  and  thereby  to  monopolize,  some  part  of  the  com- 
merce. This  is  not,  it  cannot  be,  the  proper  interpretation 
of  this  section.  It  must  be  so  construed  as  to  abate  the  mis- 
chief it  was  passed  to  destroy  and  to  promote  the  remedy  it 
provided.  It  was  enacted,  not  to  stifle,  but  to  foster,  com- 
petition, and  its  true  construction  is  that,  while  unlawful 
means  to  monopolize  and  to  continue  an  unlawful  monopoly 
of  interstate  and  international  commerce  are  misdemeanors 
and  enjoinable  under  it,  monopolies  of  part  of  interstate  and 
international  commerce  by  legitimate  competition,  however 
successful,  are  not  denounced  by  the  law,  and  may  not  be  for- 
bidden by  the  courts.  Whitwell  v.  Continental  Tobacco  Co., 
60  C.  C.  A.  290,  298,  125  Fed.  454,  462,  64  L.  R.  A.  689; 
Phillips  V.  lola  Portland  Cement  Company,  61  C.  C.  A.  19, 
20, 125  Fed.  693,  594. 

But  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  its  continued  execution, 
which  have  been  found  to  exist,  constitute  illegal  means  by 
which  the  conspiring  defendants  combined,  and  still  combine 
and  conspire,  to  monopolize  a  part  of  interstate  and  interna- 
tional commerce,  and  by  which  they  have  secured  an  unlaw- 
ful monopoly  of  a  substantial  part  of  it,  and  this  conspiracy 
constitutes  as  clear  and  complete  a  violation  of  the  second  us 
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of  the  first  section  of  the  act.  Upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  have  thus  violated,  and  are  violating  the  second 
section  of  the  act,  as  fully  as  upon  the  ground  that  they  have 
violated  its  first  section,  the  decree  in  favor  of  the  govern- 
ment must  be,  and  is,  based. 

The  combination  and  conspiracy,  including  in  those  terms 
the  illegal  devices  by  which  they  were  created  and  are  con- 
tinued, were  the  source,  and  they  are  the  support,  of  the 
unlawful  monopoly.  Without  them  it  would  not  have 
existed  and  cannot  continue,  and  the  continued  use  of  these 
and  like  means,  including  the  distribution  of  the  stock  of  the 
various  defendants  ratably  among  the  shareholders  of  the 
Standard  Oil  Company,  and  the  conveyance  of  the  physical 
property  and  business  of  the  defendants  to  one  of  their  num- 
ber to  perpetuate  the  unlawful  monopoly,  must  be,  and  it  is, 
prohibited  by  the  decree  herein. 

As  illegal  means  whereby  the  unlawful  monopoly  was  cre- 
ated and  is  maintained  have  been  proved  and  found  in  the 
combination  and  con[192]spiracy,  and  as  their  use  to  pro- 
long the  unlawful  monopoly  must  be  enjoined,  the  questions 
whether  or  not  the  charges  in  the  bill  that  other  unlawful 
means  were  or  are  employed  are  true,  and  whether  or  not  the 
power  of  the  court  to  prevent  the  existence  or  continuance 
of  a  monopoly  is  limited  to  the  prohibition  of  the  use  of 
illegal  means  and  their  like  have  become  moot,  and  it  is  un- 
necessary to  express  any  opinion  upon  them. 

It  is  a  grave  and  delicate  task  to  determine  the  exact  limits 
of  the  relief  to  which  the  government  is  entitled.  The  pro- 
hibition of  the  court  must  forbid  the  performance  of  the 
continuing  and  threatened  illegal  acts  which  have  had,  and 
are  having,  a  direct  and  substantial  effect  to  restrain  com 
merce  among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations,  and  to  con- 
tinue the  unlawful  monopoly  and  all  like  acts  which  have  the 
same  effect.  But  it  may  not  prohibit  all  possible  violations 
of  the  law,  and  thus  put  the  whole  conduct  of  the  defendant's 
business  at  the  peril  of  a  summons  for  contempt  Past  un- 
lawful competition  does  not  deprive  parties  of  their  right  to 
conduct  lawful  competition.  New  York^  N.  H.  <6  H.  R,  R, 
V.  Interstate  Commerce  CammisHony  200  U.  S.  861,  404,  26 
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Sup.  Ct.  272,  282,  50  L.  Ed.  515.  The  court  must  steer  as 
best  it  may  {Swift  d:  Company  v.  United  States^  196  U.  S. 
375,  396, 25  Sup.  Ct  276, 279, 49  L.  Ed.  518)  between  its  duty 
^^  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  "  this  act  of  Congress 
and  its  duty  not  to  deprive  the  defendants  of  their  right  to 
engage  in  lawful  competition  for  interstate  and  international 
commerce.  In  our  opinion  this  duty  will  be  discharged,  the 
rights  of  the  defendants  to  engage  in  lawful  cmnpetition  for 
interstate  and  international  commerce  will  not  be  infringed, 
and  the  full  relief  to  which  the  United  States  is  entitled 
under  the  law  and  the  evidence  will  be  granted  by  a  decree 
in  its  favor  to  the  following  effect: 

That  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the  seven 
individual  defendants,  and  all  of  the  subsidiary  defendant 
companies  engaged  in  commerce  in  petroleum  or  its  products 
among  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations  controlled  by  the 
principal  company,  have  entered  into  and  are  operating  a 
combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  several  states,  such  as  is  denounced  as  illegal  by 
section  1  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  have 
combined  and  conspired  to  monopolize,  have  secured  thereby 
an  unlawful  monopoly  of,  and  are  combining  and  conspiring 
to  continue  to  monopolisse,  a  substantial  part  of  interstate 
and  international  commerce  in  violation  of  section  2  of  that 
act;  that  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey  be  en- 
joined from  voting  the  stock  in  any  of  these  defendant  com- 
panies which  it  acquired  by  virtue  of  that  combination,  and 
from  exercising  or  attempting  to  exercise  any  control,  direc- 
tion, supervision,  or  influence  over  the  acts  of  any  of  these 
companies  by  virtue  of  its  holding  of  the  stock  and  power 
secured  through  that  combination;  that  the  other  defendant 
companies  which  are  parties  to  the  combination  be  enjoined 
from  declaring  or  paying  any  dividends  to  the  Standard  Oil 
Company  on  account  of  any  stock  acquired  by  it  through  that 
combination,  from  permitting  that  company  to  vote  such 
stock  or  to  direct  the  policy  of  any  of  said  ccmipanies,  or  to 
exercise  any  control  whatsoever  over  their  corporate  acts 
by  virtue  of  the  stock  or  power  [198]  which  it  secured  by 
means  of  that  combination;  that  the  seven  individual  de- 
fendants and  the  corporations  and  partnerships  that  became 
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parties  to  this  combinatioii  be  enjoined  from  oontinuing  it  or 
carrying  it  out,  and  from  entering  into  or  performing  any 
like  combination  the  effect  of  which  is,  or  will  be,  to  restrain 
or  monopolize,  or  to  continue  their  unlawful  monopoly  of 
interstate  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its  products,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  either  (1)  by  placing  the  control 
of  any  of  said  corporations  in  a  trustee,  or  in  a  group  of 
trustees,  by  means  of  the  holding  of  its  stock  or  property  by 
others  than  its  equitable  owners,  by  causing  the  conveyance 
of  the  physical  property  and  business  of  two  or  more  poten- 
tially competitive  parties  to  the  combination  to  any  party 
thereto,  or  by  any  other  such  act,  or  (2)  by  making  any  ex- 
press or  implied  agreement  or  arrangement  together,  or  one 
with  another,  like  that  adjudged  illegal  hereby,  relative  to 
the  control  or  management  of  any  of  said  corporations,  or 
the  price  or  terms  of  purchase  or  of  sale,  or  the  rates  of 
transportation  of  petroleum  or  its  products  in  interstate  or 
international  commerce,  or  relative  to  the  quantities  thereof 
purchased,  sold,  transported,  or  manufactured  by  any  of  said 
corporations,  which  will  have  a  like  effect  in  restraint  of 
commerce  among  the  states,  in  the  territories,  and  with 
foreign  nations  to  that  of  the  combination  the  operation  of 
which  is  hereby  enjoined;  that  the  defendants  who  are  par- 
ties to  the  combination  be  enjoined  from  engaging  or  con- 
tinuing in  interstate  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its  products 
during  the  continuance  of  the  illegal  combination ;  that  the 
United  States  recover  its  costs  of  the  defendants  who  are 
parties  to  the  combination,  and  that  the  other  defendants  be 
dismissed. 

Van  Devanter,  Hook,  and  Adams,  Circuit  Judges,  concur. 

Hook,  Circuit  Judge  (concurring). 

The  principal  conclusions,  upon  which  we  are  all  agreed, 
may  be  briefly  stated  as  follows:  A  holding  company,  own- 
ing the  stocks  of  other  concerns  whose  commercial  activities, 
if  free  and  independent  of  a  common  control,  would  naturally 
bring  them  into  competition  with  each  other,  is  a  form  of 
trust  or  combination  prohibited  by  section  1  of  the  Sherman 
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Anti-Trust  Act  The  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey 
is  such  a  holding  company.  The  defendants,  who  are  in  the 
combination,  are  enjoined  from  continuing  it,  and  from  form- 
ing another  like  it.  The  holding  company  is  enjoined  from 
exercising  the  rights  of  a  stockholder  in  the  subordinate 
companies,  and  they  are  enjoined  from  allowing  it  to  do  ao 
or  to  benefit  therefrom  in  the  way  of  dividends.  A  meaoR 
of  dissolving  the  present  form  of  combination  is  left  open, 
to  wit :  The  distribution  among  the  stockholders  of  the  hold- 
ing company  of  the  stocks  it  owns  in  the  subordinate  com- 
panies, to  the  end  that  each  corporate  member  of  the  com- 
bination engaging  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  shall  in 
the  future  have  and  exercise  corporate  independence,  with 
its  own  particular  set  of  stockholders  not  united  with  or  tied 
to  those  of  its  competitors,  actual  or  potential,  under  a  single 
or  common  control.  Until  the  defendants  discontinue  the 
operation  of  the  combination,  they  are  denied  the  right  to 
engage  in  commerce  among  the  states  or  in  [194]  the  terri- 
tories. The  defendants  in  the  combination  are  also  monopo- 
lizing interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its 
products,  contrary  to  section  2  of  the  act.  A  wrongful 
method  employed  to  gain  the  monopoly  is  found  to  exist  in 
the  unlawful  combination  above  mentioned,  and  it  therefore 
becomes  unnecessary  to  determine  the  other  charges  upon 
that  subject  in  the  petition  of  the  government.  It  is  thought 
that  with  the  end  of  the  combination  the  monopoly  will 
naturally  disappear;  but  lest,  instead  of  resulting  that  way, 
the  monopoly  so  wrongfully  gained  be  perpetuated  by  the 
aggregation  of  the  physical  properties  and  instrumentalities 
by  which  it  is  maintained  in  the  hands  of  a  member  of  the 
combination  and  the  liquidation  and  retirement  from  busmess 
of  the  other  members,  it  is  held  that  such  a  course  would 
violate  the  decree. 

The  issues  in  the  case  before  us  and  the  scope  of  the  argn* 
ments  of  counsel  make  it  not  inappropriate  that  I. express 
more  fully,  but  in  a  general  way,  my  views  of  the  proper 
construction  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  particularly  of  the  second 
section,  directed  against  the  monopolizing  of  interstate  and 
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foreign  commerce.  The  extent  and  limitations  of  the  first 
section  have  been  pretty  well  defined  in  the  many  adjudged 
cases.  The  construction  of  the  act  should  not  be  so  narrow 
or  technical  as  to  belittle  the  work  of  Congress;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  it  should  accord  with  the  great  importance  of  the 
subject  of  the  legislation  and  the  broad  lines  upon  which 
the  act  was  framed.  The  language  employed  in  the  act  is 
as  comprehensive  as  the  power  of  Congress  in  the  premises, 
and  the  purpose  was  not  to  hamper  business  fairly  con- 
ducted, but  adequately  to  promote  the  common  interest  in 
freedom  of  competition  and  to  remove  improper  obstacles 
from  the  channels  of  commerce  that  all  may  enter  and  enjoy 
them.  The  wisdom  of  a  law  lies  in  its  spirit  as  well  as  in 
its  letter,  and  unless  they  go  together  in  its  construction  and 
application  justice  goes  astray. 

The  true  test  to  apply  to  a  case  under  the  first  section  is 
not  whether  the  restraint  upon  competition  imposed  by  the 
contract  or  combination  in  questicm  should  be  regarded  as 
reasonable  or  as  unreasonable,  but  whether  it  is  direct  and 
appreciable.  Conceptions  of  the  reasonable  and  unreason- 
able are  much  too  diverse  to  afford  a  stable,  uniform  rule  for 
construing  a  law  which  contains  no  mention  of  those  termp. 
So  much  depends  upon  the  point  of  view,  that  it  frequently 
happens  that  what  appears  to  one  to  be  wholly  unreasonable 
is  thought  entirely  reasonable  by  another.  But  if  the  re- 
straint is  direct  and  appreciable,  and  not  merely  incidental 
to  some  contract  having  a  lawful  purpose,  it  falls  clearly 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  stktute,  and  there  is  no  room 
for  further  construction.  There  are  many  contracts  which, 
in  the  days  when  the  common  law  was  forming,  would  have 
been  adjudged  contrary  to  public  welfare,  as  being  in  re- 
straint of  the  narrow  trade  of  those  times,  but  which  in  a 
commercial  age  like  the  present  have  such  a  negligible  effect 
in  that  direction  as  to  be  no  longer  evil  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law.  Their  effect  is  so  indirect  and  inappreciable 
that  it  is  properly  referable  to  the  class  de  minimis,  and  it 
is  not  to  be  supposed  Congress  had  them  in  view  when  it 
legislated  to  pre^^erve  freedom  of  competition  in  the  broad 
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field    of   interstate   and    foreign    [195]    commerce.    Vital 
principles,  however,  have  not  changed;  the  change  is  merely 
in  the  conditions  upon  which  they  operate. 
The  second  section  of  the  i^ct  provides: 

"  Bvery  person  wbo  sbaH  monopolise  or  attempt  to  monopolise,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolise  any 
part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  for- 
eign nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor/'  etc. 

Manifestly  this  section  is  quite  distinct  from  the  first, 
and  was  not  intended  to  cover  precisely  the  same  ground. 
To  say  otherwise  would  be  to  impute  to  Congress  the  doing 
of  the  unnecessary  and  useless.  Though  the  natural  ten- 
dency of  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  declared  illegal 
by  section  1  may  be  and  generally  is  towards  monopoly  de- 
nounced by  section  2,  and  may  even  accomplish  it,  yet  the 
scope  of  the  latter  section  is  far  broader  and  was  designed  to 
extend  also  to  monopolies  secured  by  other  means  than  by 
contracts,  combinations,  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of 
trade,  which,  as  those  terms  necessarily  imply,  require  con- 
cert between  two  or  more  persons  or  corporations.  One  per- 
son or  corporation  may  offend  against  the  second  section 
by  monopolizing,  but  the  fii*st  section  contemplates  conduct 
of  two  or  more.  A  cursory  reading  of  the  act  shows  this. 
That  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to  condemn  monopolies, 
not  based  on  illegal  combinations  among  several,  but  secured 
by  single  persons,  natural  or  artificial,  by  other  means,  also 
appears  from  the  history  of  the  legislation.  The  bill  orig- 
inally introduced  in  the  Senate  bore  slight  resemblance  to 
the  law  finally  enacted,  and  there  was  uncertainty  as  to  the 
particular  constitutional  authority  for  the  legislation.  At 
one  time  it  was  thought  by  some  to  rest  upon  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  of  controversies  be- 
tween citizens  of  different  states,  and  at  another  there  were 
provisions  regarding  competition  between  the  products  and 
manufactures  of  one  state  with  those  of  another.  Finally, 
after  much  difference  of  view,  the  bill,  with  many  amend- 
ments, was  referred  to  the  judiciary  committee  of  which 
Senator  Edmunds  was  chairman,  and  refrtimed  by  it  under 
the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution.    It  was  then  re- 
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ported  in  the  simple,  comprehensive  form  in  which  it  finally 
became  a  law.  A  motion  was  made  to  amend  the  second  sec- 
tion by  striking  out  the  words  ^^  monopolize  or  attempt  to 
monopolize  "  so  it  would  read :. 

"  Every  person  who  sluin  combine  or  conspire  wltb  any  other  per- 
son or  persons  to  monopolize,*'  etc. 

But  it  was  rejected. 

What  is  a  monopoly  in  contravention  of  the  statute?  I 
would  not  say  that  every  person  who  strives  to  gain  as  much 
as  he  can  of  the  commerce  in  a  commodity  is  thereby  attempt- 
ing to  monopolize  that  commerce,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
term  as  it  is  employed  in  legislative  acts  and  understood  in 
the  courts.  Magnitude  of  business  does  not,  alone,  constitute 
a  monopoly,  nor  effort  at  magnitude  an  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize. To  offend  the  act  the  monopoly  must  have  been  secured 
by  methods  contrary  to  the  public  policy  as  expressed  in  the 
statutes  or  in  the  common  law.  The  wrongful  element  in 
a  monopoly  under  the  act  is  not  necessarily  the  violation  of 
some  penal  statute,  but  [196]  may  consist  of  other  acts  or 
conduct  which  the  law  condemns  and  the  benefit  of  which,  if 
sought  in  a  civil  court  of  justice,  could  not  be  obtained. 
And  it  may  be  observed  in  this  connection  that  there  is  more 
of  the  decalogue  in  the  common  law  respecting  the  trading 
of  merchants  than  is  sometimes  supposed.  On  the  other 
hand.  Congress  did  not  intend  to  impede  legitimate  commer- 
cial activity,  nor  put  a  limit  to  its  fruits.  The  genius  and 
industry  of  man,  when  kept  to  ethical  standards,  still  have 
full  play,  and  what  he  achieves  is  his;  and  this  applies  as 
well  to  a  corporation,  in  which  the  energies  of  many  are  con- 
centrated under  the  authority  of  law  in  a  single  organization. 
A  railroad  company,  for  instance,  which  has  extended  its 
lines  across  the  continent  and  conquered  the  waste  or  wilder- 
ness, is  not  a  monopoly  within  the  statute  merely  because  its 
capital  is  great  and  it  alone  serves  the  tributary  country; 
and  so  of  an  industrial  corporation,  the  wisdom  and  busi- 
ness sagacity  of  whose  managers  have  foreseen  and  taken 
advantage  of  the  natural  tendencies  of  trade  and  caused  it 
to  outstrip  all  competition.    Success  and  magnitude  of  busi- 
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DesB,  the  rewards  of  fair  and  honorable  endeavor,  were  not 
among  the  evils  which  threatened  the  public  welfare  and 
attracted  the  attention  of  Congress.  But  when  they  have 
been  attained  by  wrongful  or  unlawful  methods,  and  com- 
petition has  been  crippled  or  destroyed,  the  elements  of  mo- 
nopoly are  present  A  governmental  grant  of  special  privi- 
leges is  no  longer  essential,  though  in  England  the  Crown 
was  for  a  period  the  frequent  source  of  monopolies,  which 
were  condemned  by  the  courts  and  finally  by  Parliament  as 
contrary  to  public  welfare.  It  was  these  Bacon  had  in  mind 
in  his  advice  to  Villiers : 

"But  especiaUy  care  must  be  taken  that  monopolieei,  which  are 
the  cankers  of  all  trading,  be  not  admitted  under  specious  colors  of 
public  good.*' 

The  modem  doctrine  is  but  a  recognition  of  the  obvious 
truth  that  what  a  government  should  not  grant,  because  in- 
jurious to  public  welfare,  the  individual  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  secure  and  hold  by  wrongful  means.  The  baneful 
effect  is  the  same,  whether  the  monopoly  comes  as  a  gift  from 
a  government  or  is  the  result  of  individual  wrongdoing. 
Nor  can  arguments  of  reduced  prices  of  product,  economy  in 
operation,  and  the  like,  have  weight.  One  English  sovereign 
was  accustomed  to  recite  in  the  preambles  of  royal  grants  of 
monopolies  the  special  benefits  to  be  derived;  but  it  was 
then,  and  is  now,  almost  universaUy  believed  that  the  ulti- 
mate, if  not  the  immediate,  effect  upon  the  development  of 
trade  and  commerce  is  detrimental,  and  that  belief,  so  gen- 
erally prevalent  and  enduring,  has  been  embodied  in  legis- 
lation, the  policy  of  which  is  not  open  to  question  in  the 
courts. 

During  the  discussion  of  the  amendment  above  referred 
to,  apprehension  was  expressed  over  the  broad  language  of 
the  second  section  of  the  proposed  act,  and  inquiry  was  made 
whether  the  committee  having  the  bill  in  charge  intended 
it  should  make  it  an  offense  if  an  individual  engaged  in  in- 
terstate and  foreign  commerce,  "  by  his  own  skill  and  energy, 
by  the  propriety  of  his  conduct  generally,  shall  pursue  his 
calling  in  such  a  way  as  to  monopolize  a  trade."    Assurances 
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were  given  that  the  term  "monopolize''  had  no  such  sig- 
nification, but  that  it  contemplated  the  employment  of  means 
which  prevented  others  [197]  from  engaging  in  fair  compe- 
tition, the  engrossing  of  the  trade,  and  the  like.  Undoubt- 
edly this  view  prevailed  at  the  passage  of  the  law. 


After  deliberation,  it  was  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed: 
Section  1.  That  in  and  prior  to  the  year  1899  there  were  20  cor- 
porations, organized,  respectively,  under  the  laws  of  varioas  states, 
engaged  in  commerce  in  petroleum  and  its  products,  either  among 
the  states,  or  in  the  territories,  or  with  foreign  nations,  and  these 
corporations  held  n  majority  of  the  stock  and  controlled  the  business 
and  operations  of  many  other  corporations  engaged  in  that  commerce; 
that  one  of  these  corporations  was  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  hereafter  called  the  Standard  Company,  which  had  a 
capital  stock  of  $10,000,000;  that  since  the  year  1890  the  defendants 
named  in  section  2  of  this  decree  have  entered  into  and  are  carrying 
out  a  combination  or  conspiracy  In  pursuance  whereof  about  the 
year  1899  they  caused  the  capital  stock  of  the  Standard  Company  to 
be  increased  to  $100,000,000,  caused  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the 
19  companies,  and  the  power  to  control  them,  and  to  manage  their 
trade,  and  the  power  to  control  the  corporations  which  they  con- 
trolled and  to  manage  their  trade,  to  be  vested  in  and  held  by  the 
Standard  Company  in  exchange  for  Its  stock,  which  was  Issued  to 
the  former  holders  of  the  stock  of  the  19  companies,  and  caused  the 
Standard  Company  ever  since  to  control  all  these  corporations,  here- 
after called  the  subsidiary  corporations,  and  to  manage  their  trade 
without  competition  among  themselves  as  the  trade  and  business  of  a 
single  person;  that  this  combination  or  conspiracy  is  a  combination 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  petroleum  and 
its  products  among  the  several  states,  in  the  territories,  and  with 
foreign  nations,  such  as  an  net  of  Congress  approved  July  2.  1890  (26 
Stat.  209,  c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  entiUed  "An  act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monop- 
olies," declares  to  be  illegal. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  defendants  John  D.  Rockefeller,  William  Rocke- 
feller. Henry  H.  Rogers,  Henry  M.  Flagler,  John  D.  Archbold.  Oliver 
H.  Payne,  and  Charles  M.  Pratt,  hereafter  called  the  seven  individual 
defendants,  united  with  the  Standard  Company  and  other  defendants 
to  form  and  effectuate  this  combination,  and  since  its  formation  have 
been  and  still  are  engaged  in  carrying  it  into  effect  and  continuing 
it;  that  the  defendants  Anglo-American  Oil  Company  (Limited), 
Atlantic  Refining  Company.  Buckeye  Pipe  Line  Ck)mpany,  Bome- 
Scrymser  (Company,  Chesebrough  Manufacturing  0)mpany,  Consoll- 
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dated,  Cumberland  Pipe  Line  Company,  Colonial  Oil  Company,  Con- 
tinental Oil  Company,  Crescent  Pipe  Line  Company,  Henry  C.  Folger, 
Jr.,  and  Calvin  N.  Payne,  a  copartnership  doing  bnslness  under  the 
firm  name  and  style  of  Corslcana  Refining  Company,  Eureka  Pipe 
Line  Company,  Galena  Signal  Oil  Company,  Indiana  Pipe  Line  Com* 
pany,  Manhattan  Oil  Company,  National  Transit  Company,  New  York 
Transit  Company,  Northern  Pipe  Line  Company,  Ohio  Oil  Company, 
Prairie  Oil  &  Gas  Company,  Security  Oil  Company,  Solar  Refining 
Company,  Southern  Pipe  Line  Company,  South  Peon  Oil  Company, 
Southwest  Pennsylvania  Pipe  Lines  Company,  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany of  California,  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Indiana,  Standard  Oil 
Company  of  Iowa,  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kansas,  Standard  OH 
Company  of  Kentucky,  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Nebraska,  Standard 
Oil  Company  of  New  York,  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ohio,  Swan  ft 
Finch  Company,  Union  Tank  Line  Company,  Vacuum  Oil  Company, 
Washington  Oil  Company,  and  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  have  en- 
tered into  and  became  parties  to  this  combination  and  are  either  ac- 
tively operating  or  aiding  in  the  operation  of  It;  that  by  means  of 
this  combination  the  defendants  named  In  this  section  have  combined 
and  conspired  to  monopolize,  have  monopolizetl,  and  are  continuing 
to  monopolize  a  substantial  part  of  the  commerce  among  the  states,  In 
the  territories,  and  with  foreign  nations.  In  violation  of  section  2  of 
the  Anti-Trust  Act 

Sec.  3.  That  the  defendants  Argand  Refining  Company,  American 
Lubricating  Oil  Company,  Acme  Oil  Company,  Baltimore  LTnlted  OU 
Company,  Buffalo  Natural  Gas  Fuel  Company,  Bush  &  Denslow  Manu- 
facturing Company,  [19S]  Camden  Consolidated  Oil  Company,  Com- 
mercial Natural  Gas  Company,  Connecting  Gas  Company,  Eastern 
Ohio  Oil  &  Gas  Company,  Eclipse  Lubricating  Oil  Company,  Florence 
OH  &  Refining  Company,  Franklin  Pipe  Company  (Limited),  Law- 
rence Natural  Gas  Company,  Mahoning  Gas  Fuel  Company,  Moun- 
tain State  Gas  Company,  National  Fuel  Gas  Company,  Northwestern 
Ohio  Natural  Gas  Company,  OU  City  Fuel  Supply  Company,  Oswego 
Manufacturing  Company,  Pennsylvania  Gas  Company,  Pennsylvania 
Oil  Company,  People's  Natural  Gas  Company,  Pittsburg  Natural  Oas 
Company,  Piatt  and  Washburn  Refining  Company,  Republic  Oil  Com- 
pany, Salamanca  Gas  Company,  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Minnesota, 
Taylorstown  Natural  Gas  Company,  Tide  Water  Oil  Company.  Tide 
Water  Pipe  Company  (Limited),  United  Natural  Gas  Ompany,  and 
United  Oil  Company,  have  not  been  proved  to  be  engaged  In  the  oper- 
ation or  carrying  out  of  the  combination,  and  the  bill  is  dismissed  as 
against  each  of  them. 

Sbc.  4.  That  In  the  formation  and  execution  of  the  combination  or 
conspiracy  the  Standard  Company  has  issued  Its  stock  to  the  amount 
of  more  than  $90,000,000  In  exchange  for  the  stocks  of  other  corpora- 
tions which  it  holds,  and  it  now  owns  and  controls  all  of  the  capital 
stock  of  many  corporations,  a  majority  of  the  stock  or  controUlBg 
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Interests  In  some  corporaQoDS,  and  stock  tn  otbM-  corpcwatioiu  as  ft 
lowB ; 


lulniCo 


Bockar*  Flpa  Line  Comnny 

rinMii II 1111111  tCiimrii iiiiiiii  r imij  CoiiaaiicUi«ii... 

Oalonlal  on  CMnpaor 

~    "ntBMlOilCbiDpoa; 

lit  Pipe  Lliu  Compoa; 

a  Pipe  Una  Co 


K«r  York  Tnndt  Company 

NoMlMni  Pip*  line  Compuy 

NottiwaMni  Ohio  Naturtl  Qu  Comi»ny . . 


Soattwrn  Pipe  Una  Compaoy 

Soath  Pcnn  Oil  Company 

Boatliwau  PiDiisylTiiiia  Pipe  Linn . . 


SUodinK 


TlnkHiTulc 
VBCUum  Oil 


Company  of  Indiaaa. . . 


, ly  ol  Kentucky . . . 

la  Company  ot  Nehnt^ks — 

laComiKt  yotNew  York... 

)D  Company  of  Obio 

Swan  A  Ftndi  Company 

■"-'—  "■ — k  Line  Company 

■"\irapany 

lil  Company 

Watas-Plerce  OH  Company 


u,o(»,caa 

!5. 000, 000 

10,0l».000 

•■s-ss 

1199]  That  tbe  defendant  Xntionni  Transit  Compaar,  which  Is 
owned  and  controlled  b;  the  Slaadard  Oil  CompHny  us  aforesaid,  owns 
and  controls  tbe  amounts  of  the  capital  stociis  of  the  followlns  oanied 
corporations  and  limited  partnerships  stated  opposite  each,  respec- 
tively, as  follows: 


Name  of  company. 

'"tr- 

Compact 

1835.000 

'•IS'SS 
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That  the  Standard  Companj  has  also  acquired  the  control,  by  the 
ownership  of  its  stock  or  otherwise,  of  the  Security  Oil  Gompany,  a 
corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  Texas,  which  owns  a  refinery  at 
Beaumont,  in  that  state,  and  the  Manhattan  Oil  Ck>mpany,  a  corpora- 
tion which  owns  a  pipe  line  situated  in  the  states  of  Indiana  and 
Ohio ;  that  the  Standard  Company,  and  the  corporations  and  partner- 
ships named  in  section  2,  are  engaged  in  the  various  branches  of  the 
business  of  producing,  purchasing,  and  transporting  petroleum  in  the 
principal  oil-producing  districts  of  the  United  States,  in  New  York, 
Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia,  Tennessee,  Kentucky,  Ohio,  Indiana, 
Illinois,  Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Louisiana,  Texas,  Colorado,  and  Cali- 
fornia, in  shipping  and  transporting  the  oil  through  pipe  lines  owned 
or  controlled  by  these  companies  from  the  various  oil-producing  dis* 
tricts  into  and  through  other  states,  in  refining  the  petroleum  and 
manufacturing  it  into  various  products,  in  shipping  the  petroleum  and 
the  products  thereof  into  the  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  to  foreign  nations,  in  shipping 
the  petroleum  and  its  products  in  tank  cars  owned  or  controlled  by 
the  subsidiary  companies  into  various  states  and  territories  of  the 
United  States  and  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  in  selling  the 
petroleum  and  its  products  in  various  places  in  the  states  and  terri- 
tories of  the  United  States,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  in  foreign 
countries;  that  the  Standard  Company  controls  the  subsidiary  com- 
panies and  directs  the  management  thereof,  so  tliat  none  of  the  sub- 
sidiary companies  competes  with  any  other  of  those  companies  or 
with  the  Standard  Company,  but  their  trade  is  all  managed  as  that 
of  a  single  person. 

Sbc.  5.  That  the  stocks  of  the  various  corporations  which  are 
named  in  section  2  and  described  in  section  4  of  this  decree,  held  by 
the  Standard  Company,  were  acquired  and  are  held  by  It  by  virtue 
of  the  illegal  combination;  tliat  the  Standard  Company,  its  directors, 
officers,  agents,  servants,  and  employees,  are  enjoined  and  prohibited 
from  voting  any  of  the  stock  in  any  of  the  subsidiary  com|)auies  named 
in  section  2  of  this  decree  and  from  exercising  or  attempting  to  exer- 
cise any  control,  direction,  supervision,  or  influence  over  the  acts  of 
these  subsidiary  companies  by  virtue  of  its  holding  of  their  stock. 
And  these  subsidiary  companies*  their  officers,  directors,  agents,  serv- 
ants, and  employees  are,  and  each  of  them  is,  enjoined  and  prohibited 
from  declaring  or  paying  any  dividends  to  the  Standard  Company  on 
account  of  any  of  the  stock  of  these  subsidiary  companies  held  by  the 
Standard  Company,  and  from  permitting  the  latter  company  to  vote 
any  stock  in,  or  to  direct  the  policy  of,  any  of  said  companies,  or  to 
exercise  any  control  whatsoever  over  the  corporate  acts  .of  any  of 
said  companies  by  virtue  of  such  stock,  or  by  virtue  of  the  power 
over  such  subsidiary  corporation  acquired  by  means  of  the  illegal 
combination.    But  the  defendants  are  not  prohibited  by  this  decree 
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from  dlstrlbotliig  ratably  to  the  ahareholdera  of  the  principal  com- 
pany the  sbaree  to  which  they  are  equitably  entitled  In  the  stocks  of 
the  defendant  corporations  that  are  parties  to  the  combination. 

Sbc.  6.  That  the  defendants  named  In  section  2  of  this  decree,  their 
officers,  directors,  agents,  servants,  and  employees,  are  enjoined  and 
prohibited  from  continuing  or  carrying  into  further  effect  the  com- 
bination adjudged  Illegal  hereby,  and  from  entering  Into  or  performing 
any  like  combination  or  conspiracy,  the  efTect  of  which  Is^  or  will  be, 
to  restrain  commerce  in  petroleum  or  Its  products  among  the  states, 
or  in  the  territories,  or  with  foreign  [200]  nations,  or  to  prolong  the 
unlawful  monopoly  of  such  commerce  obtained  and  possessed  by  de- 
fendants as  before  stated,  in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  either 
(1)  by  the  use  of  liquidating  certificates,  or  other  written  evidences, 
of  a  stock  interest  In  two  or  more  potentially  competitive  parties  to 
the  Illegal  combination,  by  causing  the  conveyance  of  the  physical 
property  and  business  of  any  of  said  parties  to  a  potentially  competi- 
tive party  to  this  combination,  by  causing  the  conveyance  of  the 
property  and  business  of  two  or  more  of  the  potentially  competitive 
parties  to  this  combination  to  any  party  thereto,  by  placing  the  con- 
trol of  any  of  said  corporations  In  a  trustee,  or  group  of  trustees,  by 
causing  Its  stock  or  property  to  be  held  by  others  than  its  equitable 
owners,  or  by  any  similar  device,  or  (2)  by  making  any  express  or 
implied  agreement  or  arrangement  together,  or  one  with  another,  like 
that  adjudged  illegal  hereby  relative  to  the  control  or  management  of 
any  of  said  corporations,  or  the  price  or  terms  of  purchase,  or  of  sale, 
or  the  rates  of  transportation,  of  petroleum  or  Its  products  In  inter- 
state or  international  commerce,  or  relative  to  the  quantities  thereof 
purchased,  sold,  transported,  or  manufactured  by  any  of  said  corpora- 
tions, which  will  have  a  like  effect  in  restraint  of  commerce  among 
the  states,  in  the  territories,  and  with  foreign  nations  to  that  of  the 
combinations  the  operation  of  which  is  hereby  enjoined. 

Sec.  7.  The  defendants  named  In  section  2  of  this  decree  are  en- 
joined* and  prohibited,  until  the  discontinuance  of  the  operation  of 
the  illegal  combination,  from  engaging  or  continuing  in  commerce 
among  the  states,  or  in  the  territories  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  8.  The  United  States  shall  recover  its  costs  herein,  to  be  taxed 
by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  and  shall  have  execution  therefOr. 

Sbc.  9.  This  decree  shall  take  effect  thirty  (90)  days  after  its  entry 
in  case  no  appeal  is  taken  from  it.  If  an  appeal  is  taken  from  this 
decree  by  the  defendants,  or  by  any  of  them,  and  a  bond  in  the 
amoimt  of  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($60,000)  conditioned  to  operate  as 
a  supersedeas  approved  by  one  of  the  circuit  judges  is  given  within 
thirty  (90)  days  after  the  oitry  of  this  decree,  then  this  decree,  unless 
reversed  or  modified,  shall  take  effect  thirty  (90)  days  after  the  final 
decision  of  this  case  by  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  upon  the  appeal. 
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[787]  UNION  PACIFIC  COAL  CO.  v.  UNITED 

STATES- 

(Circuit  Ck>urt  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Gircait    Noyember  19»  1909.) 

[178  Fed.  Rep.,  787.] 

MoifOFOLiEs  (§12) — ^Anti-Tbubt  Act— Test  of  "Unlawful  Oombiha- 
TioN." — The  test  of  an  "  nnlawful  combination  '*  nnder  Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647, 1 1,  26  Stat.  200  (U.  S.  Gomp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200)  is  its  nee 
essary  effect  upon  free  competition  in  commerce  among  the  states  or 
with  foreign  nations.  A  combination,  the  necessary  effect  of  which 
l8  to  stifle,  or  directly  and  substantially  to  restrict,  such  competi- 
tion, is  unlawful  under  that  act*  But  if  the  necessary  effect  of  a 
combination  Is  but  incidentally  and  indirectly  to  restrict  competition, 
while  its  chief  result  is  to  foster  the  trade  and  increase  the  business 
of  those  who  make  and  operate  it,  it  does  not  fall  under  the  ban  of 
this  law. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gait  Dig.  f  10: 
Dec.  Dig.  §  12. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  toI.  2,  pp.  1275, 
1276;   vol.  8,  p.  7606.] 

Monopolies  (5  17) — Anti-Tbust  Act — Vendobs  Not  Fobbiddbn  to 
Fix  Pbices  and  Tebms  of  Sale  of  Goal  Thebeby. — A  coal  company 
engaged  in  mining  and  selling  Its  coal  is  not  prohibited  by  the  anti- 
trust act  (Act  July  2,  1890.  c.  647,  §  1,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S,  Comp. 
St  1901,  p.  3200]),  or  by  the  law,  from  refusing  to  sell  its  coal, 
from  selecting  its  customers,  from  fixing  the  price  and  terms  en 
which  it  will  sell  Its  product,  or  from  selling  to  different  customers 
for  different  prices  and  on  different  terms. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent.   Dig.  %  18; 
Dec.  Dig.  I  17.] 

Cobpobationb  (I  280) — Gbimes — Stockholdebb — Guilt  of  Gobpoba- 
TioN  Not  Imputed  to  Stockholdeb. — ^A  violation  of  a  law  by  a 
corporation  does  not  render  its  nonpartlclpating  stockholders 
criminally  liable  therefor. 

[Ed.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Gorporations,  Gent.  Dig.  §  1186 , 
Dec.  Dig.  «  280.] 

Gbihinal  Law  (88  741,  1159) — Sufficiency  of  Pboof — Evidence  of 
Guilt  must  Exclude  Eveby  Gtheb  Hypothesis — Appeal. — Uuless 
there  is  substantial  evidence  of  facts  which  exclude  every  other 
hypothesis  but  that  of  guilt,  It  is  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to 
instruct  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  accused.  And  where 
all  the  substantial  evidence  is  as  consistent  with  Innocence  as  with 

a  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publishing  Gompany. 
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guilt,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  appellate  ooart  to  reverse  a  Judgment  of 
conviction. 

[Ed.    Note. — For   other   cases,    see   Oriminal    Law,    Cent    Dig. 
f§  1713,  1727,  3074-^088;  Dec.  Dig.  §f  741,  1159.] 

Monopolies  (5  31) — Bvidewcb — Conclusion. — The  Union  Pacific  Coal 
Company,  Moore,  its  western  sales  agent,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  which  owned  all  the  Stock  of  the  coal  company,  the  Ore- 
gon Short  Line  Railroad  Company,  and  Buckingham,  the  su|ierin- 
tendent  of  transportation  of  the  railroad  companies,  were  indicted 
and  convicted  for  combining  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by 
refusing  to  sell  coal  to  and  to  transport  coal  for  one  Sharp  anlesf^ 
he  would  discontinue  an  advertisement  of  sale  of  coal  at  a  reduced 
rate.  Held,  there  was  no  substantial  evidence  of  any  comblnatiou 
between  any  two  of  the  defendants  either  to  refuse  to  sell  coal 
to  Sharp  or  to  refuse  to  transport  it  for  him. 

[Bd.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  31.] 

[7118]  Monopolies  (SS  12,  20) — Combination  Between  Cobfobation 
AND  Agent — Conscioub  Pabtioipation  or  Two  Minds  Requibits  to 
FoBM* — ^  combination  between  a  corporation  and  its  oificer  or  agent 
in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  f  1,  26 
Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200] )  cannot  be  formed  by  the 
thoughts  or  acts  of  the  officer  or  agent  alone,  without  the  conscious 
participation  in  it  of  any  other  officer  or  agent  of  the  corporation. 
The  union  of  two  or  more  persons,  the  conscious  participation  of 
two  or  more  minds,  is  indispensable  to  an  unlawful  combination. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  §  10;  Dec 
Dig.  S§  12,  20.] 

(Syllabus  by  the  court.) 

In  Error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Utah. 

The  Union  Pacific  Coal  Company,  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
road (Company,  the  Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Company, 
James  M.  Moore,  and  Everett  Buckingham  were  convicted  of 
a  violation  of  Act  July  2,  1890,  and  bring  error.  Reversed 
and  remanded. 

C.  S.  Varian  and  N,  H.  Loomis  (P,  L.  Williams^  on  the 
brief) ,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Hiram  E.  Booth^  U.  S.  Atty.,  and  William  M.  McOrea^ 
Asst.  U.  S.  Atty. 

Before  Sanborn  and  Van  Devanter,  Circuit  Judges,  and 
William  H.  Mitnger,  District  Judge. 
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Opinion  of  the  Ooort 
Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  writ  of  error  challenges  the  legality  of  the  conviction 
of  the  Union  Pacific  Coal  Company,  a  corporation  of  Wyo- 
ming, engaged  in  mining  coal  in  that  state  and  selling  it  to 
retail  dealers  in  Salt  Lake  City  and  elsewhere,  James  M. 
Moore,  its  general  Western  agent,  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  and  the  Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Company, 
corporations  of  Utah  and  common  carriers,  and  Everett 
Buckingham,  general  superintendent  of  the  transportation 
business  of  these  carriers  between  Green  River,  in  the  state 
of  Wyoming,  and  Salt  Lake  City,  in  the  state  of  Utah,  of  a 
violation  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  to  protect  trade  and  com- 
merce against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  com- 
monly called  the  "  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act."  26  Stat.  209, 
c.  647  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200). 

The  charge  in  the  indictment  was  that  about  July  20, 1906, 
the  defendants  below  combined  to  force  one  Sharp,  a  pur- 
chaser of  coal  from  the  coal  company  and  a  retail  dealer 
therein  at  Salt  Lake  City,  out  of  his  business,  to  control  and 
maintain  the  retail  price  of  coal  in  that  city,  and  to  prevent 
competition  in  the  sale  of  coal  at  retail  in  Salt  Lake  City  by 
failing  and  refusing  to  sell  and  to  transport  to  him  any  of 
the  coal  mined  by  the  coal  company  unless  he  would  discon- 
tinue an  advertisement  he  had  caused  to  be  inserted  in  the 
newspapers  to  the  effect  that  he  would  sell  storage  coal  at  a 
reduction  of  50  cents  a  ton  from  the  regular  retail  price 
thereof  then  prevailing  in  Salt  Lake  City,  and  by  the  refusal 
of  the  coal  company  and  Moore  to  sell  to  Sharp  any  [739] 
of  its  coal,  and  of  the  railroad  companies  and  Buckingham  to 
transport  any  coal  for  him  ever  after  July  22, 1906. 

Many  specifications  of  error  in  the  trial  are  urged  upon 
our  consideration ;  but  the  most  serious  is  that  at  its  close  the 
court  denied  the  motions  of  each  of  the  defendants  to  in- 
struct the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  against  the  government, 
because  there  was  no  substantial  evidence  of  the  alleged  com- 
bination of  any  two  of  the  defendants.  It  may  not  be  un- 
profitable, before  entering  upon  a  review  of  the  evidence 
challenged  by  this  specification,  to  call  to  mind  some  of  the 
indisputable  rules  of  law  by  which  it  must  be  decided. 
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Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

The  gist  of  the  offense  charged  in  the  indictment  was  not 
the  refusal  of  the  coal  company  and  Moore  to  sell  coal  on 
the  purchaser's  terms,  or  of  the  railroad  companies  and 
Buckingham  to  transport  it  It  was  the  combination  so  to 
do,  and  if  there  was  no  combination  there  was  no  offense. 
There  was  no  law  which  forbade  the  coal  company  to  pre- 
scribe the  terms  on  which  it  would  sell  its  product  to  Sharp, 
or  to  any  other  purchaser.  There  was  no  law  which  re- 
quired the  coal  company  to  sell  its  coal  to  Sharp  on  the  terms 
which  he  prescribed,  or  to  sell  it  to  him  at  all.  It  had  the 
undoubted  right  to  refuse  to  sell  its  coal  at  any  price.  It 
had  the  right  to  fix  the  prices  and  the  terms  on  which  it 
would  sell  it,  to  select  its  customers,  to  sell  to  some  and  lo 
refuse  to  sell  to  others,  to  sell  to  some  at  one  price  and  on 
one  set  of  terms,  and  to  sell  to  others  at  another  price  and 
on  a  different  set  of  terms.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  of 
July  2,  1890,  which  deprived  the  coal  company  of  any  of 
these  common  rights  of  the  owners  and  venders  of  merchan- 
dise, and  if  it  did  not  combine  with  some  other  person  or 
persons  so  to  do  its  refusal  to  sell  its  coal  to  Sharp  uiiless 
he  would  withdraw  his  advertisement  of  a  reduction  in  his 
retail  price  of  it  was  not  the  violation  of  the  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act  charged  in  the  indictment.  MorrU  Run  Coal  Co.  v. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  173,  186,  8  Am.  Rep.  159;  Whit- 
well  V.  Continental  Tobacco  Co.,  125  Fed.  454,  460,  461,  46n, 
60  C.  C.  A.  290,  296,  297,  299,  64  L.  R.  A.  689 ;  1  Eddy  on 
Combinations,  §  292;  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana,  165  U.  S.  678, 
589,  17  Sup.  Ct.  427,  41  L.  Ed.  832;  In  re  Greene  (C.  C) 
52  Fed.  104,  115;  In  re  Cfrice  (C.  C.)  79  Fed.  627,  644; 
Walsh  V.  Dwight,  40  App.  Div.  518,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  91,  93; 
Brown  v.  Rounsavell,  78  111.  589. 

A  corporation  is  a  person,  within  the  meaning  of  this  act 
It  is  another  and  different  person  from  any  of  its  stock- 
holders, whether  they  are  corporations  or  individuals;  and 
no  corporation  can,  by  violating  a  law,  make  any  one  of  its 
stockholders  who  does  not  himself  participate  in  that  viola- 
tion criminally  liable  therefor. 

The  act  of  July  2,  1890,  does  not  denounce  every  combina- 
tion to  engage  in  or  to  conduct  commerce  among  the  states 
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or  with  foreign  nations,  but  those  combinations  alone  which 
restrain  that  oonuneroe.  It  does  not  denounce  every  com- 
bination which  restrains  that  commerce,  but  those  combina- 
tions only,  the  necessary  effect  of  which  is  to  stifle,  or  directly 
and  substantially  to  restrict,  free  competition  in  that  com- 
merce. United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass^n^  166 
U.  S.  290,  880,  889,  840,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007; 
Addyston  Pipe  d:  Steel  [7401  Co.  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S. 
211,  284,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  ll  Ed.  186;  United  States  v. 
Joint  Traffic  Ass\  171.  U.  S.  505,  576,  577,  19  Sup.  Ct.  25. 
48  L.  Ed.  259 ;  United  States  v.  Northern  Securities  Company 
(C.  C.)  120  Fed.  721,  722. 

If  the  necessary  effect  of  a  combination  to  engage  in  or 
conduct  interstate  or  international  commerce  is  but  inci- 
dentally and  indirectly  to  restrict  competition  therein,  while 
its  chief  result  is  to  foster  the  trade  and  to  increase  the  busi- 
ness of  those  who  make  and  operate  it,  it  does  not  fall  under 
the  ban  of  this  law.  Hopkins  v.  United  States,  171  U.  S. 
578,  592,  19  Sup.  Ct.  40,  43  L.  Ed.  280;  Anderson  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  604,  616,  19  Sup.  Ct.  50,  48  L.  Ed.  800; 
United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Ass'n,  171  U.  S.  505,  568,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  25,  48  L.  Ed.  259;  Addyston  Pipe  (6  Steel  Co.  v. 
United  States,  175  U.  S.  211,  245,  20  Sup.  Ct  96,  44  L.  Ed. 
186;  Whitwell  v.  Continental  Tobacco  Co.,  125  Fed.  454, 
458,  60  C.  C.  A.  290,  294,  64  L.  B.  A.  689,  and  cases  there 
cited.  There  are  lawful  and  unlawful  combinations  of  per- 
sons conducting  interstate  and  international  commerce,  and 
undoubtedly  the  former  vastly  outnumber  the  latter.  There 
is  no  presumption  that  two  or  more  persons  who  have  com- 
bined to  conduct  interstate  or  international  commerce  are 
guilty  of  a  combination  in  restraint  of  that  commerce. 

There  was  a  legal  presumption  that  each  of  the  defend- 
ants was  innocent  until  he  was  proved  to  be  guilty  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt.  The  burden  was  upon  the  government  to 
make  this  proof,  and  evidence  of  facts  that  are  as  consistent 
with  innocence  as  with  guilt  is  insufficient  to  sustain  a  con- 
viction. Unless  there  is  substantial  evidence  of  facts  which 
exclude  every  other  hypothesis  but  that  of  guilt,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  trial  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  return  a  ver- 
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diet  for  the  accused ;  and  where  all  the  BBbetantial  evidence  is 
as  consistent  with  innocence  as  with  guilt,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  appellate  court  to  reverse  a  judgment  of  .conviction. 
Vernon  v.  United  States,  146  Fed.  121, 128, 124,  76  C.  C.  A. 
647,  649,  660;  United  States  v.  Richards  (D.  C.)  149  Fed. 
448,464;  Hayes  y.  United  States  (CCA.)  169  Fed.  101,103; 
United  States  v.  Hart  (D.  C )  78  Fed.  868, 878,  affirmed  in  HaH 
v.  United  States,  84  Fed.  799,  28  C  C  A.  612 ;  United  States 
V.  M'Kemie  (D.  C)  86  Fed.  826,  827,  828;  United  States  v. 
Martin,  26  Fed.  Cas.  1183,  1184  (No.  16,781) ;  People  v. 
Ward,  106  Cal.  336,  341,  38  Pac.  946 ;  People  v.  Murray,  41 
Cal.  66,  67 ;  State  v.  Hunter,  60  Kan.  302,  32  Pac  37 ;  Brad- 
show  v.  State,  17  Neb.  147,  22  N.  W.  361,  366. 

We  turn  to  an  examination  of  the  evidence  in  the  light  of 
these  principles.  The  defendants  naturally  divide  them* 
selves  into  two  groups,  the  railroad  companies  and  Buck- 
ingham, and  the  coal  company  and  Moore.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  either  of  the  railroad  companies  or  Bucking- 
ham ever  combined  with  any  one  to  fail  or  to  refuse,  or  ever 
failed  or  refused,  to  transport  any  coal  or  other  merchandise 
which  Sharp  offered  to  any  of  them  for  transportation  or 
requested  any  of  them  to  carry,  so  that  the  only  question 
regarding  them  is  whether  or  not  there  was  substantial  evi- 
dence that  any  of  them  unlawfully  combined  with  the  coal 
company,  or  with  Moore,  its  Western  sales  agent,  to  refuse 
to  sell  the  product  of  the  coal  company  to  Sharp. 

[741]  There  had  been  times  in  winter  when  the  demand 
for  coal  in  Salt  Lake  City  had  been  so  great  that  it  was  im- 
possible for  the  coal  companies  and  the  railroad  companies 
to  supply  it,  and  in  the  summer  of  1906,  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  as  large  a  portion  of  the  supply  for  the  coming  win- 
ter into  the  city  in  the  summer  as  possible,  so  that  the  demand 
in  the  winter  might  not  cause  a  coal  famine,  as  it  had  done 
at  other  times,  the  coal  companies  arranged  to  sell  coal  which 
should  remain  stored  with  the  retail  dealers,  or  with  their 
customers,  on  August  31,  1906,  at  a  price  26  cents  below  the 
regular  price  for  coal  sold  for  general  consumption,  and  the 
two  railroad  companies  arranged  to  and  did  offer  a  rate  of 
transportation  from  the  mines  in  Wyoming  to  Salt  liake 
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City  for  such  stored  coal  25  cents  lower  than  the  rate  on  coal 
sold  for  general  consumption.  It  had  long  been,  and  then 
was,  the  practice  of  the  railroad  companies  bringing  coal 
into  Salt  Lake  City  from  the  mines  to  collect  from  the  deal- 
ers in  that  city  who  purchased  it  both  the  purchase  price  of 
the  coal  and  the  freight,  to  pay  over  the  purchase  price  to 
the  coal  companies  which  sold  it,  and  to  distribute  the  freight 
among  the  carriers  that  earned  it.  The  reduction  on  storage 
coal  was  to  be  paid  to  the  purchasers  after  August  31,  1900, 
upon  proof  that  the  coal  remained  in  store  on  that  day ;  but 
the  purchasers  were  charged,  and  the  railroad  companies 
collected  in  the  first  instance,  the  regular  price  for  coal  sold 
for  consumption  upon  all  the  coal  they  brought  into  the  city 
for  the  coal  companies.  The  reduction  in  the  price  was  to  be 
refunded  after  August  31,  1906,  upon  suitable  proof. 

The  Union  Pacific  Coal  Company  had  many  competi- 
tors that  were  mining  coal,  selling  it,  and  shipping  it  to 
dealers  in  Salt  Lake  City,  among  them  four  companies 
which  were  shipping  coal  into  the  city  over  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  and  the  Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad. 
The  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  owned  all  the  stock 
and  a  majority  of  the  bonds  of  the  coal  company;  but  Buck 
ingham  and  the  other  officers  of  that  company,  and  of  the 
Short  Line  Company,  at  Salt  Lake  City,  bore  no  official  rela- 
tion to  the  coal  company  and  they  testified  that  they  had  no 
authority  over  its  sales  agent,  Moore.  The  general  manager 
of  the  coal  company  was  one  Clark,  and  his  office  was  at 
Omaha.  He  was  Moore's  superior  officer,  and  he  had  fixed 
the  coal  company's  selling  price  of  storage  coal  by  written 
order.  The  regular  retail  price  in  Salt  Lake  City  was  $5.25 
per  ton,  and  the  retail  dealers,  including  Sharp,  had  been 
and  were  selling  all  coal  at  that  price,  when  on  July  17, 1906, 
Sharp  published  a  notice  in  the  newspapers  of  the  city  that 
he  would  sell  coal  for  storage  at  $4.75  per  ton.  Gridley,  the 
manager  of  another  coal  company  which  was  shipping  coal 
into  the  city  and  selling  it,  protested  to  Sharp  and  to  Moore, 
and  notified  the  latter  that  his  company  would  reduce  the 
retail  price  to  $1.25  per  ton  and  keep  it  there  all  winter  un- 
less that  advertisement  was  discontinued.    On  July  17  Moore 
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asked  Sharp  to  dificontinue  this  advertisement,  and  told  him 
that  the  coal  company  would  not  sell  him  any  m<M*e  coal 
unless  he  did  so«  Sharp  refused  so  to  do,  and  on  July  18, 
1906,  Moore  stopped  shipments  of  coal  to  him  from  the  mines 
of  the  coal  company.  On  July  20,  1906,  Sharp  complained 
to  Bancroft,  the  general  manager  of  the  two  railroads  which 
brought  the  coal  to  the  [742]  city,  and  the  latter  directed 
Buckingham,  the  superintendoxt  of  transportation,  to  inves- 
tigate the  matter.  Buckingham  called  Moore,  and  talked 
the  matter  over  with  him  and  Sharp^  The  latter  testified 
that  he  told  Moore  and  Buckingham  that  he  had  had  an  un- 
derstanding with  some  one  other  than  Moore,  who  represented 
him  in  his  absence,  to  the  effect  that  he  mig^t  advertise  sales 
of  storage  coal  at  $4.75  per  ton,  and  that  he  would  not  take 
the  advertisement  out ; 

**  that  finally  Mr.  Buckingliam  asked  what  I  was  to  do — ^no,  Mr.  Moore 
said — one  of  his  arguments  was  that  Mr.  Grldley  had  threatened  thli> 
extra  60  cents  cut  unless  I  was  forced  to  take  it  out  of  the  paper, 
and  that  they  knew  he  would  do  It,  and  would  stay  with  it — ^he  had 
done  it  at  some  other  point — and  they  aU  agreed  that  they  could  not 
stand  anything  of  that  sort,  and  that  I  would  have  to  take  it  out. 
I  refused  to  do  It,  and  they  wanted  to  know  what  I  would  do.  I 
told  them  I  would  go  out  of  business  first.  Q.  What  did  Mr.  Buck- 
in^am  say  to  you?— A.  That  is  what  he  said  to  me — masked  me;  that 
is  one  of  the  thinga  Q.  What  else  did  he  say?— A.  Then  he  said  be 
was  very  sorry  that  I  couldn't  see  it  in  their  light.  Q.  What  did  he 
say  al>out  your  getting  coal  in  case  you  did  not  do  as  he  asked? — 
A.  They  simply  said,  if  I  didn't  take  the  advertisement  out  of  the 
paper,  I  wouldn't  get  coal.  Q.  Who  said  that? — ^A.  I  think  Mr.  Buck- 
ingham.. Q.  Had  Mr.  Moore  said  anything  about  that  b^ore  or 
after?— A.  In  this  conyersation?  Q.  Yes. — ^A.  Te8»  sir;  practically 
the  same  thing." 

He  further  testified  that  Buckingham  "^  agreed  with  Moore 
that  I  could  not  get  any  more  coal " ;  that  he— 

'*  told  me  I  would  have  to  take  it  out  of  the  paper,  and  what  would 
I  do  if  I  didn't  get  the  coal.  I  told  him  I  would  go  out  of  business 
first.  He,  Mr.  Buckingham,  told  me  he  was  awfuUy  sorry  that  I 
could  not  come  to  their  viewa— not  his  view ;  their  ▼ieir.'' 

He  testified  that  he  never  tried  to  get  any  coal  after  that, 
that  he  could  not  get  any  coal  of  the  other  coal  companies, 
that  he  sold  all  the  coal  he  had,  and  went  out  of  business. 
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He  also  testified  that  his  understanding  was  that  Moore  did 
as  Bancroft  told  him,  that  he  had  had  it  work  that  way,  that 
when  he  could  not  get  coal  from  Moore  he  complained  to 
Bancroft  and  got  it,  that  he  thought  Bancroft  controlled 
the  railroad  deliyeries,  and  that  Moore  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  railroads.    And  finally  he  testified  in  this  way : 

**  Q.  Mr.  Bancroft  is  tbe  genera]  manager  of  the  Oregon  Short  Line 
Railroad  Company,  and  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Moore  has 
he?— A.  Yes.  Q.  What?— A.  What?  Nothing  official,  except.  If  he 
asks  Mr.  Moore  to  do  a  thing,  I  think  he  will  do  it  Before  he 
did  It." 

Moore  testified  that  he  stopped  ^  the  sales  to  Sharp  on 
July  18,  1906,  because  the  latter  would  not  withdraw  his 
advertisement  of  the  reduced  price ;  that  he  did  this  without 
any  understanding  or  agreement  with  Bancroft  or  Bucking- 
ham, or  any  other  officer  of  either  of  the  railroad  companies, 
or  any  officer  of  the  coal  company,  or  anybody  else;  that  at 
the  meeting  on  July  20  he  and  Sharp  stated  their  positions, 
and  then  Buckingham  said  to  Sharp: 

"I  am  just  coming  between  you  and  Mr.  Moore.  I  haven't  any- 
thing to  do  with  it,  but  I  think  you  are  in  the  wrong.  If  I  were 
you  I  would  get  in  line,  and  do  business  as  other  coal  dealers  do." 

That  neither  he  nw  Buckingham  told  Sharp  at  that  meet- 
ing that  he  could  not  get  any  more  coal  unless  he  took  his 
advertisement  out  [743]  of  the  papers;  that  he  never  made 
any  agreement  with  Buckingham  or  any  one,  at  or  after  the 
meeting  of  July  20,  not  to  sell  Sharp  any  more  coal;  that 
he  heard,  but  did  not  know,  that  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  owned  and  controlled  the  coal  company,  but  that 
he  did  not  mean  by  that  that  it  owned  or  controlled  it  in 
any  other  way  than  by  the  ownership  of  the  stock;  that  the 
business  of  the  coal  company  in  selling  and  shipping  coal 
was  entirely  distinct  from  that  of  the  railroad  companies; 
that  the  railroad  companies  bought  coal  of  the  coal  company 
and  paid  for  it  in  the  same  way  that  they  bought  coal  of 
other  coal  companies  and  paid  them  tor  it ;  that  all  the  busi- 
ness of  the  coal  company,  except  its  sales,  was  in  Wyoming ; 
and  that  it  had  its  own  general  manager  and  superintendent. 

Buckingham  testified  that  he  had  no  control  of  or  au- 
thority over  Moore;  that  at  the  meeting  of  July  20  Sharp 
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and  Moore  stated  their  positions,  and  Moore  said  Sharp's 
orders  had  been  held  up,  and  shipments  would  not  be  re- 
sumed until  Sharp's  advertisement  was  discontinued;  and 
that  he  (Buckingham)  told  Sharp  he  could  not  do  anything 
for  him,  and  that  he  thought  he  was  standing  in  his  own 
light  He  also  testified  that  he  never  told  Sharp  that  unless 
he  took  the  advertisement  out  of  the  paper  he  could  get  no 
more  coal,  that  the  reason  why  he  could  do  nothing  for 
Sharp  was  that  it  was  not  a  transportation  matter  and  he 
had  no  authority,  and  that  he  thought  it  was  understood  that 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  controlled  the  coal 
company.  Bancroft  testified  that  he  was  the  general  man- 
ager of  the  Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Company  and  of 
the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  west  of  Green  river, 
that  he  never  had  any  jurisdiction  or  control  of  any  of  the 
officers  of  the  coal  company,  tliat  he  took  it  that  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Company  controlled  the  coal  company,  and 
that  he  had  no  authority  over  Moore.  There  was  no  other 
evidence  material  to  the  issue  whether  or  not  the  defendants 
were  parties  to  an  unlawful  combination  not  to  sell  coal  to 
Sharp. 

What  was  there  in  any  of  this  evidence  inconsistent  with 
the  absence  of  such  a  combination  by  Buckingham  and  the 
railroad  companies?  The  counsel  for  the  government  an- 
swer: (1)  The  fact  that  the  storage  rate  and  the  reduction 
in  the  price  of  coal  and  of  the  freight  charges  were  an- 
nounced by  joint  circulars  issued  by  the  railroad  companies; 
but  this  method  of  announcement  was  perfectly  consistent 
with  the  independent  action  of  the  coal  company,  for  the 
railroad  companies  collected  the  price  of  all  the  coal  brought 
into  the  city  for  the  coal  companies,  as  well  as  the  freight 
which  the  railroad  companies  earned.  (2)  The  fact  that  the 
price  of  the  coal  and  the  freight  were  collected  by  the  Oregon 
Short  Line  Company;  but  it  had  been  for  years,  and  then 
was,  the  custom  for  the  terminal  railroad  company  at  Salt 
Lake  City  to  collect  the  price  of  coal  delivered  for  all  the 
vendor  companies,  and  it  is  hardly  probable  that  all  those 
companies  had  long  been  in  a  combination  not  to  sell  ooal 
to  Sharp.     (3)  The  fact  that  both  railroad  companies  were 
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operated  by  the  same  set  of  officials,  and  that  they  paid  to 
all  dealers  the  agreed  refund  on  coal  held  in  storage  on  Au- 
gust 31,  1906;  but  there  is  nothing  in  this  fact  to  indicate 
that  they  combined  to  stop  the  sale  of  coal  by  the  coal  com- 
pany to  Sharp,  for  they  refunded  [744]  to  him  in  the  same 
way  as  to  others.  (4)  The  fact  that  by  Bancroft's  direc- 
tion Buckingham  investigated  the  disagreement  between 
Moore  and  Sharp  two  days  after  the  former  had  stopped  sell- 
ing and  shipping  coal  to  Sharp,  and  the  statement  of  Sharp, 
which  was  contradicted  by  Moore  and  Buckingham,  that  the 
latter  told  Sharp  that  unless  he  took  the  advertisement  out 
of  the  newspapers  he  would  not  get  any  more  coal,  and  that 
he  was  awfully  sorry  he  could  not  come  to  their  view ;  but 
there  is  nothing  in  this  investigation,  or  even  in  this  state- 
ment, inconsistent  with  the  theory  that  Buckingham  and 
Bancroft  had  no  authority  to  control  or  direct  Moore's  ac- 
tion, that  Buckingham's  investigation  was  inspired  by  the 
interest  of  the  railroad  companies  in  the  freight  they  might 
earn,  and  that  there  was  no  combination  between  them  and 
Moore  relative  to  the  latter's  refusal  to  sell  or  ship  coal  to 
Sharp.  (5)  The  fact  that  Sharp  had  sometimes  applied  to 
Bancroft  for  coal,  and  had  secured  it,  when  he  could  not  get 
it  of  Moore;  but  that  fact  is  consistent  with  the  absence  of 
any  control  over  Moore  in  Bancroft,  for  the  latter  testified, 
and  this  testimony  was  not  contradicted,  that  he  did  not 
know  of  a  coal  dealer  in  Salt  Lake  City  that  he  had  not 
caused  the  railroad  companies  to  purchase  coal  for  and  to 
divert  it  to,  when  such  dealer  was  short.  (6)  The  fact  that 
Bancroft,  Buckingham,  and  Moore  testified  that  they  under- 
stood that  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  owned  and 
controlled  the  coal  company ;  but  the  evidence  is  undisputed 
that  it  owned  the  stock  of  the  coal  company.  It  did,  there- 
fore, own  and  control  it  in  one  sense,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  it  owned  or  controlled  it  in  any  other  way.  There 
is  no  substantial  evidence  that  either  Bancroft  or  Bucking- 
ham had  any  authority  or  control  over  Moore  or  his  sales, 
and  a  stockholder  of  a  corporation  does  not  become  crimi- 
nally liable  for  a  combination  made  by  the  corporation  with- 
out conscious  participation  therein. 
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From  this  review  oi  the  evidence  and  of  the  argument  of 
the  counsel  for  the  government,  the  fact  appears  that  there 
was  no  substantial  evidence  in  this  case  inconsistent  with  the 
innocence  of  Buckingham  and  the  railroad  companies,  whiJe 
there  was  plenary  proof  that  they  were  not  guilty;  for  the 
evidence  is  conclusive  and  undisputed  that  the  coal  company, 
through  Moore,  its  agent,  refused  to  sell  coal  to  Sharp  and 
stopped  shipments  to  him  two  days  before  Bancroft,  or 
Buckingham,  or  the  railroad  companies,  knew  it    They 
could  not  have  combined  to  make  that  refusal  and  to  prevent 
the  sales  of  the  coal  after  the  refusal  had  been  made  and  the 
prevention  had  been  effected,  and  under  the  evidence  they 
had  no  power  to  change  the  policy  and  course  of  the  coal 
company  and  to  compel  it  to  sell  coal  to  Sharp,  save  by  a 
vote  of  its  stock  by  the  Union  Pacific  Company  at  a  suc- 
ceeding annual  election  for  a  board  of  directors  that  would 
pursue  such  a  course.    The  motion  to  instruct  the  jury  to 
return  a  verdict  in  favor  of  Buckingham  and  the  railroad 
companies  should  have  been  granted. 

There  remain  for  consideration  the  coal  company  and 
Moore.  For  the  reasons  which  have  been  stated,  the  evi- 
dence was  insufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction  of  either  of 
them  of  an  unlawful  combination  with  Buckingham  or  with 
either  of  the  railroad  companies.  But  counsel  for  the  gov- 
ernment argue  that  the  testimony  is  sufficient  to  convict 
them  of  combining  each  with  the  other,  and  they  cite  United 
States  V.  [745]  Mac  Andrews  <&  Forbes  Go.  (C.  C.)  149  Fed. 
881,  882,  in  which  an  indictment  of  two  corporations  and 
their  presidents  for  a  combination  in  violation  of  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act  was  sustained  against  the  officers,  not  on  the 
ground  that  an  unlawful  combination  of  either  of  them 
with  his  corporation  could  be  made  by  his  act  as  an  officer  of 
the  corporation  without  the  assent  or  knowledge  of  any  other 
officer  or  agent  thereof,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  corpora- 
tion might  have  done  some  things  and  the  individuals  other 
things  whidi  were  utterly  different,  and  yet  all  these  things 
might  dovetail  together  and  produce  an  unlawful  combina- 
tion; People  V.  Detroit  White  Lead  Works,  82  Mich.  471, 
46  N.  W.  785,  737,  9  L.  K  A.  722,  a  prosecaldon  for  creating 
and  maintaining  a  nuisance;  Overland  Cotton  MiU  Co.  v. 
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People,  82  Colo.  268,  269,  76  Pac.  924,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  74, 
a  prosecution  for  employing  a  child  under  12  years  of  age; 
United  States  v.  N.  Y.  Central  dk  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  146 
Fed.  298,  801,  and  N.  T.  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
212  U.  S.  481,  491,  497,  29  Sup.  Ct.  804,  53  L.  Ed.  613,  a 
prosecution  for  giving  rebates — cases  in  which  corporationd 
and  their  officers  were  convicted,  not  of  any  combination, 
but  of  violations  of  specific  statutory  prohibitions  committed 
by  the  corporations  and  the  individuals  by  means  of  the  acts 
of  the  latter  within  the  scope  of  their  authority  as  agents 
or  officers. 

But  no  case  has  been  called  to  our  attention  that  sustains 
the  position  that  an  agent  of  a  corporation  may  alone  form 
an  unlawful  combination  between  himself  and  his  corpora- 
tion by  his  thoughts  and  acts  within  the  scope  of  his  agency, 
without  the  knowledge  or  participation  of  any  other  agant 
or  officer  of  the  corporation.  If  he  may,  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  commission  of  an  offense  and  a  combination  to 
commit  it  by  a  corporation  vanishes  into  thin  air;  for  a 
corporation  can  act  only  by  an  agent,  and  every  time  an 
agent  commits  an  offense  within  the  scope  of  his  authority 
under  this  theory  the  corporation  necessarily  combines  with 
him  to  commit  it.  This  cannot  be,  and  it  is  not,  the  law. 
The  union  of  two  or  more  persons,  the  conscious  partici- 
pation in  the  scheme  of  two  or  more  minds,  is  indisp>ensable 
to  an  unlawful  combination,  and  it  cannot  be  created  by  the 
action  of  one  man  alone.  The  plan  and  the  act  of  refusing 
to  sell  coal  to  Sharp  unless  he  would  withdraw  his  adver- 
tisement were  the  scheme  and  the  act  of  Moore  as  the  agent 
of  the  coal  company,  and  of  Moore  alone.  No  other  agent 
or  officer  of  the  coal  company  had  any  knowledge  of  it, 
or  gave  any  assent  to  it,  and  consequently  the  scheme  and  the 
act  failed  to  evidence  an  unlawful  combination  between  the 
corporation  and  Moore,  and  the  motion  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  return  a  verdict  in  their  favor  should  have  been  granted 
also. 

The  judgments  below  must  be  reversed,  and  the  case  must 
be  remanded  to  the  court  below,  with  directions  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  and  to  grant  a  new  trial ;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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[8281      UNITED  STATES  v.  KISSEL  ET  AL.« 

(Olrcuit  Ooart,  S.  D.  New  Tork.    October  26,  1909.) 

[173  Fed.  Rep.,  823.] 

MOHOPOLDES    (I    29) — BLEMKNTB  of   OPFBNSB — ^AHTI-TBUST   STATtTTK. 

To  constitute  the  offense  of  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  or  to  monopolisse  such  commerce,  under  tlie  Sher- 
man Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  fit  1,  2,  26  Stat.  209 
[U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200])  unlike  a  conspiracy  to  commit  an 
offense  against  or  to  defraud  the  United  States,  under  Rev.  St. 
9  6440  (U.  S.  Oomp.  St.  1901,  p.  3676),  no  overt  act  is  necessary; 
the  conspiracy  itself  l>eing  the  offense.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  I  19 ;  Dec 
Dig.  fi  29.] 

Monopolies  (J  12) — ^Anti-Tbust  Act — "  Oonspibacy." — ^The  word 
"conspiracy,"  as  used  in  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  99  1,  2,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200])^ 
has  substantially  the  same  meaning  as  the  word  "  contract" 

[Ed.  Note — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  I  10;  Dec 
Dig.  S  12. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  2,  pp.  1464- 
1461 ;  vol.  8,  p.  7613.] 

GaiMiNAL  Law  (9  149) — Gonspibact  in  Violation  or  Anti-Tbubt 
Law — Limitation  of  Gbiiiinal  Pbobbcution. — A  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  commerce,  or  to  monopolise  the  same,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890.  c.  647, 
9§  1,  2,  26  Stat  209  [U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  by  causing  a 
manufacturing  corporation  to  suspend  business  tn  the  interest  of  a 
competing  concern,  by  obtaining  control  of  its  stock  through  a  con- 
tract, was  complete  at  latest  when  its  object  was  fully  accomplished 
by  the  making  of  the  contract  and  the  election  of  a  board  of  direc- 
tors who  voted  to  cease  business;  and  a  prosecution  therefor  is 
barred  In  three  years  from  that  time,  under  Rev.  St  I  1044  (U.  S. 
Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  725). 

[Ed.    Note. — For   other   cases,    see    Griminal    Law,    Gent.    Dig. 
Sfi  273-275;  Dec.  Dig.  I  149.] 

GaiifiNAL  Law  (9  150) — Gbiiiinal  Pbosbcution — Limitation. — If  a 
conspiracy  to  commit  a  crime  has  been  carried  out  Bod  the  crime 
committed,  those  who  committed  it  are  subject  to  whatever  penal- 
ties the  law  imposes,  and  entitled  to  whatever  protection  the  law 
affords;  and  if  1824]  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  a  prose- 
cution for  the  crime,  that  bar  cannot  be  lifted  by  a  prosecution  for  a 
conspiracy  to  commit  that  crime. 

«  For  opinion  of  Supreme  0>nrt  reversing  judgment  of  Olrcuit  Gourt 
dlRinisRing  the  indictment  (218  U.  S.,  601),  see  post,  p.  816. 
^  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publishing  Gompanjr. 
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[Ed.  Note. — For  otfa«r  caseB^  see  Criminal  Law,  Oent  Dig.  I  276; 
Dec.  Dig.  I  150.] 
Criminal  Law  (9  288) — Special  Plea  of  Limitation. — The  defense  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  may  be  raised  in  a  criminal  case  by  a 
special  plea  before  trial. 

[Ed.  Note.— For  otheae  cases*  see  Criminal  Law,  Coit  Dig.  II  680, 
661;  Dec.  Dig.  I  28&] 

Gustav  E.  Kissel  and  Thomas  B.  Hamed,  indicted  with  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company  and  others,  filed  pleas  in 
bar  to  the  indictment,  to  which  the  government  demurred. 
Demurrers  overruled,  and  pleas  sustained. 

m 

Henry  A.  Wise^  U.  S.  Atty.  {Charles  F,  Brown,  John  W, 
H.  Crinij  and  James  R.  Knapp,  of  counsel),  for  the  United 
States. 

WiBiam  D.  Outhrie  and  WiUiam  Church  Osbom,  for  de- 
fendant Kissel. 

George  White  field  Betts,  Jr.,  and  Francis  H.  Kinmicutt,  for 
defendant  Hamed. 

Holt,  District  Judge. 

These  are  demurrers  filed  by  the  government  to  pleas  in 
bar  interposed  by  the  defendants  Kissel  and  Harned  to  the 
indictment.  The  indictment  charges  the  defendants  with  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  in  violation 
of  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1901,  p.  3200),  commonly  called  the  "  Sherman  Act."  The 
defendants  are  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  and 
its  directors,  and  certain  other  persons.  The  indictment 
alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  defendants  conspired  to  pre- 
vent the  Pennsylvania  Sugar  Refining  Company  from  doing 
business.  It  is  alleged  that  this  result  was  accomplished; 
that  the  defendant  Kissel,  acting  secretly  as  agent  of  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  made  a  contract  to  loan 
to  Adolph  Segal  $1,250,000,  upon  a  note  of  Segal  secured  by 
certain  collateral,  among  which  collateral  were  26,000  shares, 
being  a  majority,  of  the  stock  of  the  Pennsylvania  Sugar 
Refining  Company;  that,  having  thus  obtained  such  ma- 
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jority  of  the  stock,  a  new  board  of  directors,  in  the  interest 
of  the  American  Sugar  Befining  Company,  was  elected ;  that 
said  board  immediately  voted  to  close  the  refinery  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Sugar  Befining  Company;  and  that  it  has 
since  done  no  business.  The  defendants  Kissel  and  Hamed 
have  pleaded,  in  bar  of  the  prosecution,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions ;  and  the  defendant  Kissel  has  also  pleaded  in  bar  that, 
having  produced  on  the  trial  of  a  civil  action  certain  docu- 
ments tending  to  prove  certain  facts  necessary  to  be  proved 
in  this  case,  he  is  entitled  to  immunity  from  prosecution 
under  this  indictment. 

Admittedly,  the  general  three-year  statute  of  limitations 
for  crimes  not  capital  contained  in  section  1044  of  the  United 
States  Revised  Statutes  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  725),  ap- 
plies in  this  case.  It  is  also  conceded  that  the  execution  of 
the  contract  between  Kissel  and  Segal,  by  which  the  loan  was 
made  and  the  control  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Company  obtained,  the  consent  of  the  Champion 
[886]  Construction  Company  to  the  pledge  of  the  stock,  the 
power  of  attorney  by  that  company  to  Kissel,  the  election  of 
the  new  directoi*s,  the  meeting  of  the  new  board,  at  which  the 
vote  was  passed  that  the  Pennsylvania  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany should  thereafter  refrain  from  carrying  on  business 
until  the  further  order  of  said  board,  the  advance  of  $1,250,- 
000  by  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  to  Kissel, 
and  the  loan  of  that  amount  by  Kissel  to  Segal,  were  all  done 
and  the  entire  transaction  closed  in  all  respects  on  or  before 
January  4,  1903.  Therefore  the  offense  alleged  in  this  in- 
dictment was  complete,  and  this  indictment  might  have  been 
brought,  on  January  6,  1904.  The  indictment  was  not  filed 
until  July  1,  1909,  more  than  five  years  after  the  time  when 
the  alleged  conspiracy  was  entered  into  and  its  object  entirely 
accomplished.  Obviously,  therefore,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions is  a  bar  to  this  prosecution,  unless  the  crime  charged  in 
the  indictment  is  a  continuing  offense,  or  acts  have  occurred 
which  have  renewed  the  offense  and  started  again  the  run- 
ning of  the  statute. 

A  conspiracy,  in  its  legal  sense,  is  a  misdemeanor  at  com- 
mon law.  It  has  been  defined  as  an  agreement  by  two  or 
more  persons  to  do  an  illegal  act,  or  to  do  a  legal  act  by 
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illegal  methods.  Such  a  conspiracy,  if  entered  into,  could 
be  criminally  punished  at  common  law,  whether  any  act  in 
furtherance  of  it  was  done  or  not.  Section  5440  of  the 
United  States  Revised  Statutes  (U-  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p. 
3676)  provides  that  if  two  or  more  persons  conspire  either 
to  commit  any  offense  against  the  United  States,  or  to  de- 
fraud the  United  States,  and  one  or  more  of  such  parties  do 
any  act  to  effect  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  all  the  parties 
to  such  conspiracy  shall  be  liable  to  criminal  punishment 
Under  this  statute,  a  mere  conspiracy  is  not  an  offense ;  but, 
in  addition  to  the  conspiracy,  one  or  more  of  the  parties  to 
it  must  do  some  act  to  effect  its  object  before  a  criminal 
prosecution  can  be  maintained.  The  first  section  of  the 
Sherman  Act  provides  that : 

**  Erery  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.  Bvery 
person  who  shall  make  any  sach  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 

The  second  section  of  the  act  provides  that: 

**  livery  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  tr^de  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 

This  indictment  is  necessarily  brought  under  these  provi- 
sions of  the  Sherman  Act.  No  indictment  can  be  brought 
in  the  United  States  courts  for  the  offense  of  conspiracy  at 
common  law,  because  it  has  not  been  made  an  offense  by  any 
United  States  statute.  Nor  could  this  indictment  have  been 
brought  under  section  5440  of  the  United  States  Revised 
Statutes,  because  there  is  no  law  of  the  United  States  making 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  to  monopolize  trade  an 
offense  against  the  United  States  except  the  Sherman  Act, 
and  there  cannot  be  a  conspiracy  to  engage  in  a  conspiracy. 
Under  the  Sherman  Act  no  overt  act  is  necessary  to  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense.  That  provides  [826]  that  every  per- 
son who  engages  in  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce,  or  to  monopolize  trade,  is  guilty  of  the  offense. 
The  question  in  this  case,  therefore,  is  when  the  statute  of 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol 
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limitations  begins  to  run  in  an  indictment  for  conspiracy 
under  the  Sherman  Act. 

The  law  of  conspiracy  has  been  the  subject  of  a  great  deal 
of  overrefined  discussion,  and  the  authorities  upon  the  sub- 
ject are  quite  conflicting.  Some  hold  a  conspiracy  to  be  an 
offense  complete  when  entered  into,  and  upon  which  the 
statute  of  limitations  immediately  begins  to  run.  Others 
hold  it  to  be  a  continuing  offense,  from  which  it  is  argued 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  never  begins  to  run  against  a 
conspiracy  until  it  is  abandoned  and  whatever  result  has  been 
accomplished  by  it  annulled.  The  government's  counsel, 
upon  the  argument,  claimed  that  the  defendants,  having 
once  entered  upon  the  conspiracy  and  closed  the  refinery  of 
the  Pennsylvania  Company,  continued  to  be  engaged  in  the 
conspiracy  every  day  so  long  as  the  refinery  was  closed.  It 
would  follow,  from  this  position,  that  the  only  way  in  which 
the  defendants  could  start  the  statute  of  limitations  running 
would  be  to  rescind  the  vote  to  close  the  refinery,  have  the 
directors  friendly  to  the  American  Sugar  Company  resign, 
and  deliver  back  to  the  original  holders  the  stock  taken  as 
collateral.  No  authorities  have  been  cited  sustaining  such 
a  position.  Most  of  the  cases  cited  have  arisen  in  prosecu- 
tions based  upon  section  5440,  under  which  the  indictment 
must  not  only  charge  the  conspiracy,  but  one  or  more  overt 
acts. 

Some  authorities  hold  that  the  statute  of  limitations  begins 
to  run  in  such  prosecutions  as  soon  as  one  overt  act  has  been 
committed,  and  that,  if  more  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  con- 
spiracy are  performed,  tiiat  does  not  stop  the  running  of  the 
fstatute.  United  States  v.  Owen  (D.  C.)  82  Fed.  534;  United 
States  V.  McCord  (D.  C.)  72  Fed.  159;  Ex  parte  Black 
(D.  C.)  147  Fed.  832;  United  States  v.  Biggs  (D.  C.)  157 
Fed.  264.  Other  cases  hold,  in  substance,  that  each  addi- 
tional overt  act  starts  the  statute  running  anew.  United 
States  V.  Bradford  (C.  C.)  148  Fed.  418;  Ware  v.  United 
States,  154  Fed.  577,  84  C.  C.  A.  503,  12  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1063;  United  States  v.  Brace  (D.  C.)  149  Fed.  874.  In 
Ware  v.  United  States,  154  Fed.  577,  84  C.  C.  A.  508,  12 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1053,  it  is  held  that  there  cannot  be  a  con- 
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viction  upon  the  original  conspiracy  and  overt  acts  which 
have  taken  place  more  than  three  years  before  the  finding 
of  the  indictment;  that  there  must  be  proved  a  conspiracy 
within  the  three  years,  as  well  as  an  overt  act;  and  that, 
although  the  original  conspiracy  is  competent  evidence  upon 
the  question  whether  a  new  or  continuing  conspiracy  has 
been  entered  into  within  the  three  years,  it  alone  is  insuf- 
ficient to  prove  such  new  conspiracy.  See,  also.  United 
States  V.  BlacJe,  160  Fed.  431,  87  C.  C.  A.  383. 

These  decisions  were  all  made  in  other  districts.  With 
entire  respect  for  the  judges  making  them,  it  is  impossible 
to  harmonize  them.  In  my  opinion,  the  cases  which  hold 
that  the  statute  begins  to  run  after  the  first  overt  act,  and  is 
not  stopped  by  subsequent  overt  acts  in  pursuance  of  the 
same  conspiracy  take  the  correct  view.  But  in  any  event 
the  decisions  under  section  5440  of  the  United  States  Revised 
Statutes  are  not  strictly  applicable  to  this  prosecution. 

[827]  The  word  "conspiracy"  is  usually  employed  with 
a  sinister  meaning;  but,  in  my  opinion,  as  used  in  the  Sher- 
man Act,  it  has  substantially  the  same  meaning  as  the  word 
"  contract"  A  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  is  nothing 
but  a  contract  or  agreement  between  two  or  more  persons 
in  restraint  of  trade.  If  this  indictment  had  charged,  in 
the  language  of  the  act,  that  the  defendants  had  made  a 
contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  I  suppose  no  one  would  claim 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  begin  to  run  upon  the 
execution  of  the  contract.  How  can  the  government  impose 
a  different  liability  on  the  defendants  by  calling  the  same 
thing  a  conspiracy?  I  think  that  the  offense  was  complete 
in  this  case  when  the  contract  between  Kissel  and  Segal  was 
made.  It  was  unquestionably  complete  before  January  6, 
1904,  before  which  date  the  contract  was  carried  out  in  all 
respects  and  the  object  of  the  alleged  conspiracy  accom- 
plished. If,  however,  the  doctrine  of  that  class  of  cases 
which  hold  that  each  new  overt  act  constitutes  a  new  offense, 
in  prosecutions  under  section  5440,  were  to  be  followed  in 
this  case,  the  overt  acts  alleged  to  have  occurred  within  three 
years,  necessary  to  constitute  a  new  offense,  must  be  acts 
which  have  a  tendency  to  carry  out  the  object  of  the  con- 
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spiracy,  or  in  some  way  tend  to  make  it  effectual  {United 
States  V.  McLaughlin  [D.  C]  169  Fed.  307 ;  United  States 
V.  Black,  160  Fed.  481,  87  C.  C.  A.  383);  and  each  de- 
fendant must  have  participated  intentionally  in  an  overt 
act  done  within  the  three  years  prior  to  the  indictment 
( Ware  v.  United  States,  154  Fed.  579,  84  C.  C.  A.  503,  12 
L.  R.  A.  [N.  S.]  1053). 

So  far  as  the  defendant  Harned  is  concerned,  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  any  overt  act  alleged  in  the  indictment 
after  December  30,  1903.  As  to  the  defendant  Kissel,  the 
overt  acts  alleged  in  the  indictment  as  occurring  within 
thi^ee  years  before  it  was  filed,  in  my  opinion,  are  not  acts 
which  had  any  tendency  to  carry  out  the  object  of  the  con- 
spiracy, or  to  make  it  effectual.  The  overt  acts  so  alleged 
are  certain  resolutions  adopted  by  the  directors  of  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  agreeing  to  indemnify 
the  president  and  counsel  for  any  liability  in  the  Segal 
matter,  certain  letters  written  by  one  of  the  defendants  to 
the  secretary  of  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company, 
and  a  bill  for  disbursements  rendered  by  the  defendant 
Kissel  to  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  all  in  the 
year  1907.  In  my  opinion,  these  alleged  overt  acts  had  no 
tendency  to  accomplish  the  object  of  the  conspiracy.  The 
object  was  completely  accomplished  before  January  5,  1904. 
One  of  the  letters,  dated  February  15,  1907,  alleged  in  the 
indictment  as  an  overt  act,  shows  that  the  question  whether 
criminal  proceedings  should  be  brought  had  been  under 
consideration  by  the  Department  of  Justice  before  that  time, 
but  it  took  no  action  until  this  indictment  was  filed. 

The  case  of  United  States  v.  Irvine,  98  U.  S.  450,  25  L.  Ed. 
193,  although  that  was  not  a  prosecution  for  a  conspiracy, 
seems  to  me  to  state  the  principle  applicable  to  such  a  case 
better  than  any  other  authority  that  has  been  cited.  In  that 
case  an  indictment  was  found  for  a  violation  of  the  act 
making  it  a  misdemeanor  for  a  pension  agent  to  wrongfully 
withhold  from  a  pensioner  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
pension  due  to  him.  The  indictment  was  brought  more 
than  three  [828]  years  after  the  pension  money  had  been 
received  by  the  pension  agent  and  demanded  from  him  by 


UNITED  STATES  V.  KISSEU  751 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

the  pensioner.  The  trial  court  held  that  the  offense  pro- 
hibited by  the  statute  was  a  continuing  offense,  and  that  so 
long  as  the  defendant  continued  to  withhold  the  pension 
money  the  offense  was  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. The  Supreme  Court  overruled  that  decision.  Mr. 
Justice  Miller,  in  the  opinion,  says : 

**  There  is  in  this  but  one  offense.  When  it  is  committed,  the  party 
is  guilty,  and  is  subject  to  criminal  prosecution ;  and  from  that  time, 
also,  the  statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  the  offense  begins  to  run. 
It  IS  unreasonable  to  hold  that  20  years  after  this  he  can  be  indicted 
for  wrongfully  withholding  the  money,  and  be  put  to  prove  his  Inno- 
cence after  his  receipt  is  lost,  and  when  perhaps  the  pensioner  is 
dead.  •  •  •  He  pleads  the  statute,  •  •  •  which  was  made 
for  such  a  case  as  this ;  but  the  reply  is :  *  You  received  the  money. 
You  have  continued  to  withhold  it  these  20  years.  Every  year,  every 
month,  every  day,  was  a  withholding  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute.' We  do  not  so  construe  the  act.  Whenever  the  act  or  series  of 
acts  necessary  to  constitute  a  criminal  withholding  of  the  money  have 
transpired,  the  crime  is  complete,  and  from  that  day  the  statute  of 
limitations  begins  to  run  against  the  prosecution." 

There  seems  to  be  an  increasing  tendency  in  recent  years 
for  public  prosecutors  to  indict  for  conspiracies  when  crimes 
have  been  committed.  A  conspiracy  to  commit  a  crime  may 
be  a  sufficiently  serious  offense  to  be  properly  punished ;  but, 
when  a  crime  has  been  actuaUy  committed  by  two  or  more 
persons,  there  is  usually  no  proper  reason  why  thev  should 
be  indicted  for  the  agreement  to  commit  the  crime,  instead 
of  for  the  crime  itself.  A  large  class  of  federal  prosecutions 
for  commercial  offenses,  such,  for  instance,  as  violations  of 
the  interstate  commerce  act,  the  Sherman  Act,  the  bankrupt 
act,  the  acts  relating  to  public  lands,  and  many  others,  now 
habitually  take  the  form  of  indictment  for  conspiracies  to 
commit  crimes,  the  actual  commission  of  which  is  also  usu- 
ally alleged  in  the  indictment.  Prosecutors  seem  to  think 
that  by  this  practice  all  statutes  of  limitations  and  many  of 
the  rules  of  evidence  established  for  the  protection  of  persons 
charged  with  crime  can  be  disregarded.  But  there  is  no 
mysterious  potency  in  the  word  "  conspiracy."  If  a  conspir- 
acy to  commit  a  crime  has  been  carried  out,  and  the  crime 
committed,  the  crime,  in  my  opinion,  cannot  be  made  some- 
thing else  by  being  called  a  conspiracy.    The  men  who  have 
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oommitted  the  crime  are  liable  to  whatever  penalties  the  law 
imposes  and  to  whatever  protection  the  law  affords.  If  the 
statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  the  crime, 
that  bar,  in  my  opinion,  cannot  be  lifted  by  a  prosecution 
for  a  conspiracy  to  commit  that  crime. 

Statutes  of  limitations  are  beneficial  statutes.  The  inter- 
ests of  the  community  and  justice  to  persons  charged  with 
crime  require  that  offenses  be  promptly  prosecuted.  Statutes 
of  limitations  should  be  given  a  plain  and  sensible  construc- 
tion. Their  effect  should  not  be  frittered  away  by  a  strained 
interpretation,  based  on  subtle  and  refined  reasoning.  The 
government  has  waited  before  bringing  this  prosecution  for 
five  and  a  half  years  after  the  alleged  offense  was  complete, 
and,  in  my  opinion,  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  this 
indictment. 

This  conclusion  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  doubt- 
ful question  raised  by  the  plea  of  immunity  interposed  by 
the  defendant  Kissel. 

[829]  The  ground  of  demurrer  that  the  plea  in  bar  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  will  not  lie,  because  the  plea  is  in 
substance  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  seems  to  me,  if  I  correctly 
understand  it,  wholly  untenable.  The  defense  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  could  be  raised  on  the  trial  under  the  general 
plea  of  not  guilty ;  but  it  can  also  be  raised  by  a  special  plea 
before  the  trial. 

The  demurrers  to  the  pleas  in  bar  interposed  by  the  de- 
fendants Kissel  and  Hamed  are  overruled,  and  judgment 
dismissing  the  indictment  as  to  said  defendants  may  be  en- 
tered. 


[899]    ARKANSAS    BROKERAGE    CO.    ET    AL.    v. 

DUNN  &  POWELL,  INC.« 

(Circuit  Goart  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit.    October  25,  1909.) 

[173  Fed.  Rep.,  899.] 

Monopolies  (§  17) — Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce— Combination  Prohibited. — The  organization  by  a  number  of 
mercantile  jobbers  located  in  the  same  city  of  n  brokerage  company, 
of  which  they  owned  the  stock,  and  the  purchase  of  merchandise  re- 


«  Rehearing  denied  December  4,  1909. 
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quired  by  them  from  manufiicturer«  and  Jobbers  In  other  states 
through  such  company,  instead  of  through  other  brokers  previously 
patronized,  although  there  was  no  agreement  binding  them  to  do 
BO,  and  the  use  of  their  influence  to  extend  its  business,  did  not 
constitute  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  Interstate 
trade  or  commerce,  or  to  monopolize  the  same,  in  yiolation  of  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1880,  c.  647,  H  1,  2,  26  Stat. 
209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200]),  but  was  a  legitimate  and 
lawful  business  enterprise.' 
[Bd.  Note. — For  other  cases  see  Monopolies,  I>ec.  Dig.  I  17.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Arkansas. 

Action  by  Dunn  &  Powell,  Incorporated,  against  the  Ar- 
kansas  Brokerage    Company   and   others.    Judgment    for< 
plaintiff,  and  defendants  bring  error.    Beversed. 

Charles  T.  Coleman  and  W.  T.  Wooldridge  (Frank  O. 
Bridges^  N,  •/.  Oannt^  Jr.y  George  W.  Murphy^  and  W.  M. 
LevnSj  on  the  brief) ,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

/.  W.  House  (M.  House^  on  the  brief),  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Before  Adams,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Riker  and  Amidok, 
District  Judges. 

Adams,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  was  an  action  at  law  to  enforce  liability  for  three- 
fold damages  created  by  the  seventh  section  of  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  [U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202]).  Dunn  &  Powell,  a  corporation 
engaged  in  the  merchandise  brokerage  and  commission  busi- 
ness, with  its  chief  office  in  Little  Rock  and  a  branch  office 
in  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.,  charged  the  defendants  the  Arkansas 
Brokerage  Company  and  five  other  domestic  corporations 
doing  business  in  Pine  Bluff,  together  with  two  foreign  cor- 
porations doing  business  in  other  states,  with  entering  into 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce among  the  states,  and  with  monopolizing  such  trade 

«  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publishing  Ck>mpany. 
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and  commerce,  in  violation  of  sections  1  and  2  of  that  act. 
and  thereby  injuring  the  plaintiff's  business.  The  facts 
disclosed  by  the  pleadings  and  proof  are  substantially  these : 
Plaintiff  had  been  for  many  years  prior  to  1906  conduct- 
ing a  lucrative  brokerage  business  in  Pine  Bluff,  by  nego- 
tiating sales  of  merchandise  between  manufacturers  and 
wholesale  dealers  of  other  states  and  jobbers  doing  business 
in  that  region,  and  had  built  up  in  its  branch  office  at  that 
place  a  profitable  business.  In  the  year  1906  the  five  do- 
mestic corporations,  constituting  substantially  all  the  jobbers 
in  Pine  Bluff,  concluded  to  organize  and  did  organize  a 
corporation  to  do  their  own  brokerage  business,  as  well  as 
^that  of  any  others  which  it  might  [900]  secure.  Each  of 
them  took  and  paid  for  two  shares  of  its  capital  stock,  which 
they  caused  to  be  issued  to  one  of  their  oflScers  or  members 
as  their  representatives,  and  this  constituted  all  of  its  stock, 
excepting  two  shares,  which  were  sold  to  one  Russell,  who 
was  chosen  to  be  manager  of  the  new  corporation.  Prac- 
tically speaking,  therefore,  the. wholesale  business  houses  of 
Pine  Bluff  organized,  owned,  and  operated  the  new  corpora- 
tion, which  was  named  the  Arkansas  Brokerage  Company,  the 
main  defendant  herein.  The  other  defendants  were  the  five 
domestic  corporations  and  two  manufacturing  corporations  of 
other  states,  all  of  whom  were  alleged  to  be  parties  with  the 
new  brokerage  company  to  the  combination  and  conspiracy. 
A^Tiile  there  was  no  agreement  or  understanding  that  the  de- 
fendants the  Pine  Bluff  jobbers  should  cease  dealing  with  the 
plaintiff,  they  naturally  enough  preferred  to  deal  and  did  deal 
with  the  brokerage  company  after  its  organization,  and  gave 
preference  to  it  in  the  conduct  of  their  business.  There 
is  evidence  that  those  jobbers  would  not  purchase  through 
the  plaintiff's  agency,  unless  it  would  quote  prices  suffi- 
ciently low  to  neutralize  the  advantages  they  would  secure 
by  making  their  purchases  through  their  own  agency.  The 
fact  also  appears  that  some  foreign  manufacturers,  deciding 
that  their  business  interests  would  be  better  served  thereby, 
ceased  to  employ  plaintiff,  and  voluntarily  placed  their 
accounts  with  the  brokerage  company.  There  was  such  a 
failure,  however,  to  connect  the  foreign  corporations  which 
were  made  defendants  to  this  suit  in  any  improper,  unfair. 
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or  unlawful  way  with  the  other  and  main  defendants  that 
the  court  at  the  close  of  the  case  directed  a  verdict  in  their 
favor,  and  no  complaint  is  made  of  that  action  by  the  plaintiff. 

While  the  bill  of  complaint  and  argument  of  plaintiff's 
counsel  abound  in  repeated  and  diversely  stated  charges  of 
confederacy,  conspiracy,  and  unlawful  contrivances  to  bring 
about  the  destruction  of  plaintiff's  business  and  to  appro- 
priate it  by  the  defendants,  the  proof,  as  we  gather  it  from 
a  patient  and  careful  reading  of  the  record,  discloses  but 
few  actual  and  material  facts.  The  five  jobbers  undoubtedly 
conceived  a  purpose  to  save  the  brokerage  charges,  which 
they  had  before  then  been  requiiiid  to  pay,  by  negotiating 
their  purchases  through  their  own  agency,  and  at  the  same 
time  inaugurate  and  conduct  another  branch  of  business. 
By  reason  of  their  advantageous  situation  as  jobbers  who 
furnished  a  large  part  of  the  brokerage  business  of  Pine 
Bluff,  and  by  dint  of  business  sagacity  and  industry,  their 
new  brokerage  company  was  able  to  outstrip  most  of  its  com- 
petitors, including  the  plaintiff,  and  as  a  result  the  latter 
soon  abandoned  its  branch  office  in  Pine  Bluff  and  ceased 
doing  business  there.  There  is  little,  if  any,  competent  evi- 
dence of  unfair  competition  by  the  brokerage  company,  un- 
less it  be  in  the  fact  that  it  secured  the  trade  of  its  own  stock- 
holders and  availed  itself  of  their  valuable  influence  for  the 
extension  and  success  of  its  business.  To  pronounce  such 
action  unfair  and  unlawful  would  disrupt  many  existing 
business  corporations  and  effectually  prevent  the  organiza- 
tion of  any  more.  It  would  contravene  one,  if  not  the  chief, 
reason  for  their  creation  or  existence. 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  reduced  to  this: 
That  the  defendant  jobbers  wronged  the  plaintiff  by  arrang- 
ing to  do  for  [901]  themselves  what  they  had  formerly  em- 
ployed it  to  do  for  them,  and  that  the  brokerage  company 
wronged  the  plaintiff  by  availing  itself  of  all  its  opportuni- 
ties and  favorable  conditions  for  successful  competition  in  a 
branch  of  business  legitimately  open  to  all  comers.  We 
agree  fully  with  certain  propositions  of  law  urged  by  plain- 
tiff's learned  counsel  in  support  of  their  contentions  in  this 
case,  namely:  (1)  That  the  Anti-Trust  Act  denounces  as  il- 
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legal  any  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy  of  whatever 
fonn  or  nature  which  directly  or  necessarily  operates  to  re- 
strain or  obstruct  the  free  flow  of  commerce  between  the 
states,  and  that  this  denunciation  includes  contracts,  combi- 
nations, or  conspiracies  to  restrain  the  liberty  of  a  trader  in 
such  conuneroe  to  engage  or  continue  therein.  Loewe  v. 
Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  and 
cases  cited.  (2)  That  any  such  contract,  combination,  or 
conspiracy  which  directly  restrains  the  purchase,  sale,  or  ex- 
change of  manufactured  commodities  among  the  several 
states  is  illegal.  Addyaton  Pipe  and  Steel  Co.  v.  United 
States,  175  U.  S.  211, 20  Sup.  Ct.  96, 44  L.  Ed.  136.  (8)  That 
the  destruction,  restriction,  or  stifling  of  free  competition  in 
trade  and  commerce  among  the  states  constitutes  a  restraint 
of  that  trade,  and  is  within  the  inhibition  of  the  statute. 
Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679.  (4)  That  a  broker,  acting  for 
individuals  or  firms  doing  business  in  one  state,  when  solicit- 
ing or  taking  orders  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  their  mer- 
chandise to  jobbers  or  dealers  located  in  other  states,  is  in  so 
doing  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  Bobbins  v.  Shelby 
Taxing  District,  120  U.  S.  489,  7  Sup.  Ct.  692,  30  L.  Ed. 
694 ;  Asher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  129,  9  Sup.  Ct.  1,  32  L.  Ed. 
368. 

But  it  is  not  perceived  how  the  principles  so  invoked  apply 
to  the  facts  of  this  case  or  control  its  decision.  The  organi- 
zation of  the  brokerage  company  as  a  competitor  in  business 
open  to  all  had  no  natural  tendency  to  directly  or  necessarily 
restrain  commerce  between  the  states,  and  the  proof  fails  to 
show  that  it  actually  did  restrain,  lessen,  or  in  any  way  stifle 
its  free  flow.  The  volume  of  that  commerce,  after  as  well 
as  before  the  organization  of  the  brokerage  company,  was 
determined  by  the  fixed  economic  laws  of  demand  and  sup- 
ply. The  whole  field  was  open  to  competition,  and  while 
the  plaintiff,  whose  chief  place  of  business  was  elsewhere, 
and  one  other  broker  in  Pine  Bluff,  soon  abandoned  it,  others 
operating  there  and  in  that  vicinity  remained  in  active  com- 
petition, and  without  doubt  all  together  were  able  and  zeal- 
ously disposed  to  keep  the  wheels  of  commerce  as  active  as 
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the  demand  for  foreign  merchandise  required.  Any  one  who 
had  been  in  the  business  before  could  remain  in  it,  and  any 
one  who  wished  to  enter  it  afterwards  could  freely  do  so ;  but 
they  had  necessarily  to  compete  with  others,  including  the 
brokerage  company,  with  whatever  advantages  they  pos- 
sessed for  conducting  a  prosperous  business.  The  fortuitous 
circumstance  that  the  brokerage  company  had  five  important 
jobbers  in  the  city  so  situated  as  to  give  it  a  preference  arose 
from  strictly  legitimate  relations.  No  one  can  deny  that  the 
jobbers  had  a  right  to  organize  a  corporation  to  do  their  own' 
brokerage  business,  as  well  as  that  of  others.  The  law  gave 
them  that  right,  and  they  availed  themselves  of  its  provi- 
sions for  that  purpose.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  [902 J  the 
five  jobbers  could  have  given  their  brokerage  business  to  any 
bn^er  on  terms  to  be  agreed  upon,  and  it  seems  equaUy  clear 
that  by  participating  in  the  organization  and  ownership  of 
the  brokerage  company  they  did  no  more  than  this,  if  in- 
deed as  much;  for  there  was  no  obligation,  express  or  im- 
plied, requiring  them  to  deal  with  the  brokerage  company, 
except  and  so  far  only  as  their  best  interests  from  time  to 
time  dictated. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  broker,  while  engaged  in  negotiat- 
ing sales  of  merchandise  between  an  owner  in  one  state  and 
a  jobber  or  consumer  in  another,  is  engaged  in  a  species  of 
interstate  commerce,  is  quite  unimportant,  provided  the  busi- 
ness be  done  in  a  lawful  manner.  It  becomes  unlawful  only 
when  it  is  so  done  as  to  directly  and  substantially  restrain 
that  commerce  or  stifle  its  free  flow.  The  proof,  in  our  opin- 
ion, affords  no  warrant  for  a  finding  that  any  such  conse- 
quences actually  flowed,  or  had  a  natural  tendency  to  flow, 
from  the  organization  complained  of  in  this  case.  The  prin- 
ciples announced  in  the  two  cases  of  Hopkins  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  578,  19  Sup.  Ct.  40,  43  L.  Ed.  290,  and 
Anderson  v.  United  States,  171  U.  S.  604, 19  Sup.  Ct.  50,  43, 
L.  Ed.  300,  fully  sustain  the  conclusions  we  have  reached  in 
this  case.    In  the  latter  case  the  court  said : 

*  It  has  already  been  stated,  in  the  Hopkins  case  above  mentioned, 
that  in  order  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  the  direct 
effect  of  an  agreement  or  combination  must  be  In  restraint  of  that 
trade  or  commerce  which  is  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign 
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nations.    Where  the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement  does  not  directly 
I  relate  to,  act  upon,  and  embrace  interstate  commerce,  and  where  the 

undisputed  facts  clearly  show  that  the  purpose  of  the  agreement  was 
not  to  regulate,  obstruct,  or  restrain  that  commerce,  but  that  it  was 
entered  into  with  the  object  of  properly  and  fairly  regalatlng  the 
transaction  of  the  business  in  which  the  parties  to  the  agreement  were 
engaged,  such  agreement  will  be  upheld  as  not  within  the  statute, 
where  It  can  be  seen  that  the  character  and  terms  of  the  agreement 
are  well  calculated  to  attain  the  purpose  for  which  It  was  formed, 
and  where  the  effect  of  its  formation  and  enforcement  upon  Inter- 
state trnde  or  commerce  is  in  any  event  but  indirect  and  incldeotal, 
and  not  its  purpose  or  object." 

In  Field  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Co.^  194  U.  S.  618,  24  Sup.  Ct 
784,  48  L.  Ed,  1142,  the  court  said: 

• 

"  In  this  day  of  multiplied  means  of  intercourse  between  the  states, 
there  Is  scarcely  any  contract  which  cannot  in  a  limited  or  a  remote 
degree  be  said  to  affect  interstate  commerce.  But  it  Is  only  direct 
Interference  with  the  freedom  of  such  commerce  that  brings  the  case 
within  the  exclusive  domain  of  federal  legislation." 

This  court,  in  Phillips  v.  lola  Portland  Cenient  Co.^  125 
Fed.  693,  61  C.  C.  A.  19,  said : 

''This  act  of  Congress  [Anti-Trust  Act]  must  have  a  reasonable 
construction.  It  was  not  its  purpose  to  prohibit  or  to  render  lUegal 
the  ordinary  contracts  or  combinations  of  manofftcturers,  merchants, 
and  traders,  or  the  usual  devices  to  which  they  resort  to  promote  the 
success  of  their  business  to  enhance  their  trade,  and  to  malce  their 
occupatiens  gaiuful,  so  long  as  those  combinations  and  devices  do  not 
necessarily  have  a  direct  and  substantial  effect  to  restrict  competi- 
tion in  commerce  among  the  states.*' 

See,  also,  Whitwell  v.  Coritinental  Tobacco  Co.,  125  Fed. 
454,  60  C.  C.  A.  290,  64  L.  R.  A.  689. 

From  these  cases,  and  many  others  to  which  attention 
might  be  called,  it  seems  clear  that  the  Pine  Bluff  jobbers 
merely  resorted  to  a  common  [903]  expedient,  recognized 
by  law  and  sanctioned  by  practice,  of  forming  a  subsidiary 
corporation  to  promote  economy  in  the  management  of  their 
existing  business  and  to  extend  it  into  other  fields  of  legiti- 
mate enterprise.  If  the  new  expedient  affected  interstate 
commerce  at  all,  it  was  not  in  that  direct,  immediate,  or 
necessary  way  which  alone  would  make  it  obnoxious  to  the 
law,  but  only  in  an  indirect,  incidental,  and  unimportant 
way  not  within  the  denunciation  of  the  law.    The  worst  that 
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can  be  said  is  that  the  parties  availed  themselves  of  certain 
advantages  and  opportunities  which  their  relation  to  the 
brokerage  business  gave  them  and  which  materially  aided 
them  in  the  race  of  competition.  If  this  resulted  in  injury 
to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  damnum  absque  injuria.  Free  com- 
petition is  the  life  of  trade  and  commerce,  and  it  is  quite  as 
important  to  approve  all  lawful,  fair,  and  reasonable  expedi- 
ents devised  to  promote  individual  success  as  it  is  to  condemn 
vicious  and  unlawful  practices  which  violate  individual  right 
and  the  public  weal. 

The  learned  trial  judge  should  have  given  the  requested 
instruction  to  the  jury  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. The  judgment  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  a  new  trial  in  harmony 
with  the  viewd  here  announced. 


[786]  NORTHWESTERN  CONSOL.  MILLING  CO.  v. 

WILLIAM  CALLAM  &  SON. 

(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  Michigan,  N.  D.    February  1,  1910.) 

[177  Fed.  Rep.,  786.] 

CovBTS  (§  84S) — Pbagtiob  in  Federal  Coubts — ^Dbath  of  Defend- 
ant— ^Abatement  of  Action  fob  Infringement  of  Trade-Mabk. — 
Where  a  suit  for  infringement  of  a  trade-mark  was  Instituted 
against  two  defendants,  such  infringement  constituted  a  tort  for 
which  both  were  liable,  so  that  on  the  death  of  one  the  suit  did  not 
abate  as  to  the  other,  and  under  Rev.  St.  S  956  (U.  S.  Comp.  St 
1901,  p.  697),  providing  that  if  there  are  two  or  more  plaintiffs  or 
defendants  in  a  suit  where  the  cause  of  action  survives  to  the  sur- 
viving plaintiff  or  against  the  surviving  defendant,  and  one  or 
more  of  them  dies,  the  right  to  action  shall  not  abate,  but  shall  be 
proceeded  with  by  the  surviving  plaintiff  against  the  surviving 

defendant.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Courts,  Cent  Dig.  fi§  915,  916; 
Dec.  Dig.  §  343.] 

Monopolies  (§  20) — Sherman  Act — Consolidation  of  Corporations. — 
Sherman  Act  July  2,  1890.  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  <U.  S.  Comp.  St 
1901,  p.  3200),  prohibiting  trusts  and  monopolies,  does  not  condenm 
the  purchase  by  three  corporations  of  two  insolvent  corporations 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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engagerl  In  the  same  business,  nor  In  the  conduct  of  the  busis< 
thereafter  by  the  three  purchasers,  especially  In  an  effort  to  liqui- 
date the  indebtednes& 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  S  20.] 

Monopolies  (§  10) — Sherman  Act — ^Violation — Effect, — Shenuan 
Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  CJomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200), 
prohibiting  a  monopoly,  provides  its  own  penalties  for  the  violations 
of  Its  provisions,  and  does  not  deprive  the  offender  of  redress  for  a 
civil  injury. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  fi  9;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  10.] 

Tbade-Mabks  and  Trade-names  (§  70) — Infringement — ^Unij^wful 
Ck)MPEnTioN. — Complainant  in  1891  adopted  and  commenced  to  use 
the  word  "Ceresota"  as  a  trade-mark  for  Its  best  grade  of  flour 
made  frpm  spring  wheat,  and  built  up  a  large  trade  therefor  in 
Michigan  and  the  other  states,  having  expended  $500,000  in  advertis- 
ing. Complainant's  trade-mark  was  registered  on  October  31.  1905, 
and  in  September,  1906,  defendants,  who  operated  a  flour-mill  in 
Michigan,  began  to  use  the  word  "  Certosa  "  as  a  [787]  trade-mark 
for  flour  which  they  falsely  represented  to  be  made  from  Minnesota 
and  Turkey  wheat,  when  in  fact  It  was  made  from  winter  wheat, 
which  makes  an  inferior  flour.  Defendants  applied  for  registra- 
tion of  the  word  "  Certosa  "  as  a  trade-mark  which  was  denied, 
but,  notwithstanding  this,  used  the  word  in  competition  with 
plaintiff  in  the  sale  of  flour  in  Interstate  commerce.  Held,  that 
defendants'  acts  constituted  unlawful  competition,  and  an  Infringe- 
ment of  complainant's  trade-mark. 

[Eid.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Trade-Marks  and  Trade-Names, 
Cent  Dig.  fi  81;  Dec.  Dig.  fi  70.] 

In  Equity.  Bill  by  the  Northwestern  Consolidated  Mill- 
ing Company  against  William  Callam  &  Son  for  infringe- 
ment of  trade-mark.    Decree  for  complainant* 

P.  H.  Gunckely  for  complainant 

Beach  J  O^Keefe  and  Rockwith^  for  defendants. 

Swan,  District  Judge. 

Complainant  is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of 
Minnesota,  and  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  wheat  flour 
in  its  several  mills  at  Minneapolis  in  that  state.  In  1891  it 
adopted  and  conmienced  the  use  of  the  word  "  Ceresota " 
as  a  trade-mark  for  its  best  grade  of  flour  of  its  manufacture. 
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and  has  since  that  time  continuously  and  extensively  used 
that  mark  to  indicate  its  product,  and  alleges  that  because 
of  the  high  quality  of  the  flour  so  made  and  marked,  and  by 
extensive  advertisement  of  their  product  as  "  Ceresota '' 
flour,  has  built  up  a  large  trade  therefor,  by  that  name, 
having  expended  in  advertising  about  $500,000;  that  under 
the  name  "  Ceresota  "  that  flour  is  dealt  in  and  known  both 
in  foreign  countries  and  in  nearly  all  of  the  states  of  the 
Union,  and  that  complainant  has  for  many  years  had  a 
profitable  and  steady  trade  in  that  flour  in  Michigan;  that 
its  aggregate  sales  under  that  trade-mark  up  to  the  time  of 
this  suit  aggregate  about  16,000,000  barrels ;  that  in  Michigan 
its  sales  from  1895  to  1907  aggregate  about  850,000  barrels, 
and  from  1897  to  the  fall  of  1906  were  about  125,000  barrels. 
Complainant's  trade-mark  was  registered  under  the  act  of 
Congress  on  October  31,  1905. 

The  defendants  operate  a  flour-mill  in  Saginaw  known 
as  the  "  Star  Mill."  About  September,  1906,  they  began 
the  use  of  the  word  "  Certosa  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  flour 
of  their  manufacture,  and  have  since  used  that  trade-mark 
or  brand  continuously,  and  sold  flour  thereunder  in  Saginaw 
and  elsewhere  in  Michigan.  Defendants  admit  the  owner- 
ship and  operation  of  the  Star  Mills  at  Saginaw  for  the  last 
15  years;  that  prior  to  May  19,  1907,  the  mill  was  operated 
by  both  defendants,  but  was  owned  solely  by  defendant  Wil- 
liam Callam,  who  died  May  19,  1908.  He  devised  the  mill 
property  to  his  son  Frank,  the  co-defendant  herein.  De- 
fendants allege  that : 

'*  In  May,  1906,  they  adopted  the  word  '  Certosa '  as  a  trade-mark 
for  one  of  Its  best  grades  of  flour;  that  defendant  Frank  Oallam 
found  the  word  *  Certosa '  In  an  article  of  the  Christmas  1906  num- 
ber of  Truth ;  that  it  is  an  historical  Italian  name  for  the  monasteries 
of  the  Carthusian  Order.  One  of  the  oldest  monasteries  at  Florence. 
Italy,  is  known  as  the  monastery  of  Certosa.  That  Callam  believed 
this  word  singularly  appropriate  for  the  [788]  firm's  best  brand  of 
fiour  because  of  the  fact  that  the  monks  of  this  monastery  lived 
almost  exclusively  on  a  cereal  diet" 

These  are  substantially  the  facts  pleaded  by  the  parties. 
Both  parties  pack  their  products  for  market  largely  in 
cotton  or  paper  bags  on  which  their  respective  trade-marka 
or  brands  ^  Ceresota ''  and  ^'  Certosa  "  are  printed  in  large 
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capital  letters  diametrically  across  a  circular  design.  Tht; 
complainant's  flour  sold  at  $2  per  sack.  Defendants  adver- 
tised and  sold  their  product  at  $1.50  per  sack. 

A  preliminary  question  is  made  by  defendants  upon  the 
death  of  William  Callam,  it  being  claimed  that  thereby 
the  suit  abated.  The  record  shows  that  the  defendants  were 
partners  in  the  milling  business,  and  that  Frank  from  1893 
to  1907  had  the  entire  control  and  management  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  selected  and  applied  the  mark  ^  Certosa  "  to  de- 
fendants' flour.  The  infringements  alleged  are  torts,  for 
which  both  defendants  are  liable.  Section  956,  Rev.  St. 
U.  S.  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  697),  declares  that  in  such 
case  the  action  shall  not  abate.  Patton  v.  Brady,  184  U.  S. 
608,  22  Sup.  Ct.  493,  46  L.  Ed.  713 ;  In  re  Connavay,  Bec'r., 
178  U.  S.  435,  20  Sup.  Ct.  951,  44  L.  Ed.  1134;  Estes  v. 
Worthington  (C.  C.)  30  Fed.  465. 

Defendants'  petition  for  leave  to  amend  the  answer  by 
pleading  that  complainant  was  organized  and  is  operating 
in  violation  of  Sherman  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat. 
209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  and  contrary  to  the 
laws  of  Michigan  and  the  common  law  has  no  merit  De- 
fendant, referring  to  the  proofs  (Brief,  p.  64)  that  com- 
plainant consolidated  five  different  plants,  two  of  which 
were  insolvent  and  were  bought  out  by  the  other  three,  and 
that  all  of  these  corporations  carried  on  business  for  years 
after  that  time,  and  that  all  of  the  corporations  are  now 
in  existence  trying  to  liquidate  their  indebtedness,  admits 
(page  70  of  his  brief) : 

"  The  combination  represented  by  complainant  is  not  iUegal  in  any 
other  sense,  except  that  the  law  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  the  accom- 
plishment of  its  purpose.** 

Under  Davis  v.  A,  Booth  c6  Company^  131  Fed.  31,  37,  65 
C.  C.  A.  269,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Sherman  Act  to  con- 
demn the  purchase  by  three  corporations  of  the  two  insolvent 
companies  nor  in  the  conduct  of  business  thereafter  by  the 
three  purchasers  especially  in  their  efforts  to  liquidate  the 
indebtedness — apparently  a  consolidation  to  that  end.  Fur- 
ther, the  matters  referred  to  in  the  petition  of  defendants 
have  no  relevancy  here.  The  Sherman  Act  has  its  own 
penalties  for  violations  of  any  of  its  provisions.    It  contains 
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nothing  that  sanctions  the  argument  that  an  offender  against 
it  shall  be  deprived  of  redress  for  a  civil  injury  on  the  plea 
that  he  has  been  guilty  of  an  infraction  of  that  act  which 
gives  a  remedy  to  one  injured  in  his  business  or  property 
against  the  transgression  of  the  law,  and  does  not  suggest 
that  one  who  has  taken  the  property,  infringed  the  trade- 
mark or  patent  of  another,  or  refused  to  pay  debts  because 
of  an  alleged  transgression  of  the  Sherman  Act  by  the 
creditors,  can  invoke  that  act  as  a  defense  to  liability  either 
Jn  suits  in  tort  or  contract  Independent  Baking  Powder  Co. 
V.  Boorman  (C.  C.  130  Fed.  726;  Connolly  v.  Union  Pipe 
Co.,  184  U.  S.  640;  22  Sup.  Ct.  431,  46  L.  Ed.  679. 

[789]  The  proofs  further  show  that  the  defendants  are 
guilty  of  unfair  competition,  in  passing  off  through  their 
agents  and  employfo  defendants'  product  labeled  "  Certosa  '' 
as  and  for  "  Ceresota  "  flour,  in  misrepresentation  as  to  the 
place  of  manufacture  of  their  flour  as  labeled,  the  grade  or 
quality  thereof,  and  that  it  was  made  from  Minnesota  and 
Turkey  wheat  when  it  was  not  so  in  fact,  and  also  in  selling 
and  offering  their  "  Certosa  "  flour  as  spring  wheat  flour, 
which  sells  at  a  higher  price  than  flour  made  from  winter 
wheat. 

Defendants  also  have  infringed  complainant's  registered 
trade-mark.  In  defendants'  application  for  registration  of 
"  Certosa  "  as  a  trade-mark,  which  was  denied  by  the  Patent 
Office,  defendants  made  oath  August  2,  1906,  that  they  used 
that  brand  '^  in  commerce  among  the  several  states,"  and 
made  a  like  admission  in  their  answer. 

Complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree  protecting  it  against 
the  use  of  the  word  '^  Certosa  "  as  a  name  for  defendants' 
flour,  because  the  use  thereof  for  that  purpose  infringes  com- 
plainant's trade-mark  right  both  at  common  law  and  under 
the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  registration  of  trade- 
marks; that  defendants  have  been  guilty  of  unfair  competi- 
tion to  the  injury  of  complainant's  business  and  rights. 
Complainant  is  also  entitled  to  a  perpetual  injunction  as 
prayed,  and  an  accounting  of  damages  and  profits  with  re- 
spect to  both  trade-mark  infringement  and  unfair  competi- 
tion, with  costs  to  be  taxed. 

t0870'— S.  Doc.  111.  62-1,  vol  3 49 
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[104J  MOTION  PICTURE  PATENTS  CO.  v.  LAEMMLE 

ET  AL. 

SAME  V.  PANTOGRAPH  CO. 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  Tork.    March  7,  1910.) 

[178  Fed.  Rep.,  104.] 

Patkitts  (§  297) — Suit  roB  Invbingemeivt — Prkuhinaby  Injuito- 
TioN — Pbxvious  Adjudication. — Where  the  validity  of  a  patent  has 
been  adjudicated  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  and  infringe* 
ment  Ib  conceded,  a  preliminary  injunction  should  issue  against  de- 
fendants, unless  the  court  is  convinced  of  the  probability  that,  had 
the  new  evidence  been  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  its  con- 
clusion would  have  been  difTerent,  or  a  claim  by  defendant  that 
complainant  is  without  title  is  sustained." 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Patents,  Cent.  Dig.  8  488;  Dec 
Dig.  f  297. 

Effect  of  prior  adjudication  as  to  validity  of  patent  in  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  see  notes  to  National  Cash  Register  Co.  v.  Ameri- 
can Cash  Register  Co.,  8  C.  C.  A.  665;  Thomson,  Houston  Electric 
Ca  V.  Hooslck  Ry.  Co.,  27  C.  C.  A.  427;  United  States  Freehold 
Land  k  Emigration  Co.  v.  Gallegos,  32  C.  C.  A.  475.] 

Monopolies  (§  21) — Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Trade — De- 
fense TO  Suit  for  Infringement  of  Patent. — ^That  a  complainant 
is  itself,  or  is  a  member  of,  a  combination  in  violation  of  the  fed- 
eral anti-trust  statute,  is  not  a  defense  available  In  an  ac[106| 
tion  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  nor  does  it  show  a  defect  in 
complainant's  title. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  f  15: 
Dec.  Dig.  %  21;  Patents,  Cent  Dig.  §S  451,  489.] 

In  Equity.  Suits  by  the  Motion  Picture  Patents  Com- 
pany against  Carl  liaemmle  and  the  Independent  Moving 
Pictures  Company  of  America  and  against  the  Pantograph 

Company,  respectively.    On   motions   for   preliminary   in- 
junctions.   Granted  in  part. 

Richard  N.  Dyer^  for  complainant  in  first  suit. 

Philip  Famsworth^  for  complainant  in  second  suit 

Emerson  R.  Newell^  for  defendants. 

•Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publliflilng  Co. 
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Notes,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  validity  of  the  patent  in  suit  has  been  adjudicated 
by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  this  circuit  {Edison  v. 
American  Mutoscope  c6  Diograph  Co.^  151  Fed.  767,  81 
C.  C.  A.  391),  and  infringement  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
corporations  is  conceded.  Consequently  a  preliminary  in- 
junction should  issue,  unless  this  court  is  convinced  (1)  of 
the  probability  that,  had  the  evidence  of  new  disclosures 
and  uses  been  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  its 
conclusion  would  have  been  different;  or  (2)  that  the  com- 
plainant  is  without  title  to  the  patent. 

The  evidence  concerning  the  Levison  disclosure  and  the 
Greene  patent  or  invention  is,  however,  insuflScient  to  con- 
vince me  that,  had  it  been  introduced  in  the  former  case,  a 
different  conclusion  would  probably  have  been  reached.  I 
am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  charge,  if  established,  that 
the  complainant  is  itself,  or  is  a  member  of,  a  combination 
in  violation  of  the  federal  Anti-Trust  statute,  is  not  a  de- 
fense available  in  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent, 
and  fails  to  show  a  defect  in  the  complainant's  title. 

An  injunction  against  the  corporation  defendants  may 
therefore  issue.  The  proof  of  personal  infringement  by  the 
defendant  Laemmle  is,  however,  deemed  insufficient  to  war- 
rant the  issuance  of  an  injunction  against  him,  and  it  is 
denied.  But  this  action  is  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of 
the  complainant  to  renew  its  application,  in  case  future 
acts  of  personal  infringement  are  disclosed. 

This  case  seems  to  be  fully  presented  upon  the  affidavits, 
and  it  is  assumed  that  the  complainant  will  desire  to  appeal 
from  this  order  to  the  court  which,  in  view  of  its  previous 
decision,  can  best  pass  upon  the  matter.  Such  an  appeal 
being  privileged,  a  speedy  hearing  can  be  obtained.  I  am 
inclined  to  suspend  the  issuance  of  the  injunction  until 
after  the  determination  of  the  appeal,  provided  (1)  the 
appeal  is  brought  on  for  a  hearing  at  the  May  session  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals;  and  (2)  that  the  corporation 
defendants  furnish  an  adequate  bond  to  pay  damages  and 
account  for  profits  during  the  pendency  of  the  appeal,  if  it  is 
unsuccessful.    If  the  issuance  of  the  injunction  is  not  sus- 
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pended  pending  appeal,  a  bond  by  the  complainant  to  answer 
all  damages  occasioned  by  the  issuance  of  the  injunction 
would  seem  proper. 

Counsel  may  present  memoranda  and  affidavit  upon  these 
suggestions  and  the  amount  of  bonds  necessary  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  respective  interests. 


[117]  WARE-KRAMER  TOBACCO  CO.  v.  AMERICAN 

TOBACCO  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  North  CaroUna.    March  8,  1910.) 

[178  Fed.  Rep.,  117.] 

Courts  (§  277) — Federal  Courts — ^District  of  Suit — ^DsTERMiirATTON 
OF  Question. — ^Tbe  question  whether  a  suit  In  a  federal  court  is 
maintainable  In  the  district  where  brought,  under  the  statute,  may 
be  raised  either  by  motion  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process  or 
by  special  demurrer,  where  a  special  appearance  is  made  for  that 
puri)08e  only,  and  before  pleading  to  the  merits;  but  the  right  Is 
waived  by  filing  a  geuernl  demurrer  or  pleading  to  the  merits.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Courts,  Cent  Dig.  \  818;  Dec. 
Dig.  \  277. 

Waiver  of  right  as  to  district  of  federal  court  In  which  suit  must 
be  brought,  see  notes  to  Memphis  8av,  Bank  v.  Houchens,  62  C  C  A. 
192;  McPhee  d  McOinnity  Co.  v.  Union  Pac,  R.  Co.,  87  C.  a  A.  34.] 

Courts  (§  274) — Federal  Courts — District  in  Which  Suit  Must  be 
Brought. — ^An  action  against  a  corporation  in  a  federal  court  for  a 
common-law  tort  can  be  maintained  only  in  the  district  of  plalntUTs 
residence,  or  that  in  which  defendant  Is  Incorporated,  and  such 
requirement  cannot  be  avoided  by  Joining  In  the  same  complaint 
another  count  stating  an  entirely  separate  cause  of  action  of  which 
the  court  has  jurisdiction,  nor  by  stating  a  joint  cause  of  action 
against  such  defendant  and  another  which  is  an  inhabitant  of  the 
district  and  may  be  there  sued ;  the  cause  of  action  being  several  as 
well  as  joint. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Courts,  Dec.  Dig.  t  274.] 

Monopolies  (§  28) — Pleading  (§  364) — ^Action  for  Damages  Under 
Anti-Trust  Act. — In  an  action  under  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890, 


o  For  opinion  overruling  demurrer  to  amended  complaint  (180  Fed. 
Uep.  161 )  see  post,  page  780. 
^  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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c.  647,  t  7,  26  Stat  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3202).  to  recover 
damages  for  an  alleged  unlawful  conspiracy  or  combination  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  owing  to  the  complicated 
nature  of  the  case  and  tha  numerous  elements  which  may  enter  Into 
such  a  comspiracy,  the  plaintiff  must  be  given  liberal  latitude  in  his 
pleading,  and  matter  will  not  be  stricken  from  his  complaint  on 
motion  under  a  state  statute  as  '*  inelevant  and  redundant"  unless 
it  is  clearly  so;  but  matter  which  is  manifestly  purely  evidentiary 
will  be  stricken  out. 

[Ed.   Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.   Dig.   t   28; 
Pleading,  Dec.  Dig.  9  364.] 

Action  by  the  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Company  against 
the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  the  Wells- Whitehead 
Tobacco  Company.  On  special  demurrer  to  complaint  and 
motion  to  strike  out  matter  as  irrelevant  and  redundant. 
Demurrer  sustained,  and  motion  sustained  in  part. 

F.  A.  Daniels  J  C.  C.  Daniels  j  and  F.  A.  Woodardj  for 
plaintiff. 

Aycock  and  "Winston^  Jurdus  Parker^  and  F.  L.  FulleVj  for 
defendants. 

[118]  CoNKOs,  District  Judge. 

It  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint:  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  corporation,  chartered  and  organized  under  and 
pursuant  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  having  its  prin- 
cipal office  in  the  city  of  Norfolk  in  said  state.  That  the 
defendant  American  Tobacco  Company  is  a  corporation  char- 
tered and  organized  under  and  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  New  Jersey,  having  a  branch  office  in  the  city  of 
Durham,  in  the  Eastern  district  of  North  Carolina,  with  a 
resident  agent  upon  whom  process  in  said  district  may  be 
served.  The  defendant  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco  Company 
is  a  corporation  chartered  and  organized  under  and  pursuant 
to  the  laws  of  the  state  of  North  Carolina,  having  its  prin- 
cipal office  in  the  town  of  Wilson  in  said  district 

The  action  is  brought  against  the  defendants  jointly,  and 
the  complaint,  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure  of  North  Carolina,  sets  forth,  separately,  two 
causes  of  action.    In  the  first  it  is  alleged :  That  the  plaintiff 
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is,  and  has  been  for  several  years,  in  its  own  right  and  as  tbe 
successor  of  a  formerly  existing  corporation,  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  cigarettes,  selling  them  in  the  state 
of  Virginia  and  other  states  of  the  Union  and  in  foreign 
countries,  thereby  engaging  in  interstate  and  foreign  trade 
and  commerce.  That,  while  so  engaged  in  business,  the  de- 
fendant corporation  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  Congress  of  July  2, 1890,  entitled  "An  act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies" 
(26  Stat.  210,  c.  647  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202;  7  Fed. 
Stat.  Ann.  p.  345]),  entered  into  and  formed  an  unlawful 
combination  and  conspiracy  to  create  and  did,  pursuant 
ther<4;o,  create,  a  monopoly,  the  purpose  and  effect  of  which 
was  to  control  and  monopolize  certain  branches  of  the  tobacco 
business  and  trade  between  the  states  and  with  foreign  coun- 
tries. The  allegations  upon  which  plaintiff  bases  its  right 
to  sue  are  full  and  specific.  It  complies  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  in  that  respect  Wheeler-StemeU  Co.  v. 
Nat.  Window  Glass  Ass\  152  Fed.  864,  81  C.  C.  A.  658,  10 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  972 ;  Loewe  v,  Lawler,  208  U.  S.  274, 28  Sup. 
Ct,  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488.  That,  by  reason  of  such  unlawful 
combination,  and  the  acts  of  defendants  pursuant  thereto, 
plaintiff  sustained  injury  to  its  property  and  business  in  the 
sum  of  $400,000.  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  7 
of  the  act,  judgment  is  demanded  for  treble  damages — 
$1,200,000.  The  statute  is  expressly  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaint and  made  the  basis  of  the  first  cause  of  action. 

In  the  second  cause  of  action  the  averments  in  regard  to  the 
character  and  citizenship  of  the  parties  are  repeated.  Omit- 
ting matter  not  material  to  the  decision  of  the  question  now 
under  consideration,  the  plaintiff  alleges:  That,  at  the  dates 
set  out,  it  was  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  cigarettes,  etc 
That  it  was  engaged  in  trade  and  comjnerce  between  the 
states  and  with  foreign  nations.  "  That  the  defendants  con- 
spired, combined,  confederated,  and  agreed  to  and  with  each 
other,  and  other  persons,  firms,  and  corporations,  their  offi- 
cers, agents,  and  employees,  to  injure  and  destroy  the  busi- 
ness of  plaintiff,  and  in  furtherance  thereof,  etc.,  adopted " 
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certain  means  and  methods,  all  of  which  are  fully  set  forth. 
Plaintiff  further  alleges: 

[119]  "That  witti  intent  to  impede,  impair,  injure,  and  destroy 
the  business  of  plaintiff,  the  defendants  maliciously,  wantonly,  will- 
fully, oppressively,  and  wickedly,  through  their  officers  and  agoits, 
acting  within  the  scope  of  their  employment,  and  by  direction  of,  and 
with  the  approval  of,  tbe  defendants,  committed  the  wrongs  herein 
set  forth,  whereby  the  business  and  properly  of  plaiatiff  has  been 
greatly  impaired  and  injured  to  its  damage,  to  wit,  in  the  sum  of 
11,000,000.  Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  Judgment  against  the  defendants 
for  the  sum  of  91>000,000  as  punitive  or  vindictive  damages,  etc.*' 

The  defendant  American  Tobacco  Company  entered  a  spe- 
cial appearance  for  the  purpose  of  filing  a  motion  and  special 
demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  second  cause  of  action,  for  that, 
as  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff  is  a 
citizen  and  resident  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  and  the  defend- 
ant is  a  resident  and  citizen  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey. 

The  contention  of  the  defendant  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany is  founded  upon  the  proposition  that,  while  it  is  con- 
ceded that,  as  to  the  first  cause  of  action  brought  under  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act,  the  seventh  section  of  which  pro- 
vides that  any  person  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by 
any  other  person,  or  corporation,  by  reason  of  anything  for- 
bidden or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  there- 
for in  any  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district 
in  which  the  defendant  resides,  or  is  found,  the  action  is 
properly  brought  in  this  court.  That,  in  respect  to  the  sec- 
ond cause  of  action  in  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  puni- 
tive, or  vindictive,  damages  for  alleged  injuries  to  its  busi- 
ness, it  can  be  sued  only  in  the  district  in  which  it  is  "  an 
inhabitant."  To  sustain  this  contention,  it  relies  upon  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1887,  amended  by  the  act  of  1888 
(Act  of  March  8,  1887,  c.  873,  24  Stat.  662,  as  amended  by 
Act  Aug.  13, 1888,  c.  866,  25  Stat.  433  [U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901, 
p.  508;  4  Fed.  St.  Ann.  265]).  By  this  act,  jurisdiction  is 
conferred  upon  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States, 
where  the  jurisdictional  sum  is  involved,  between  citizens  of 
different  states;  but  it  is  expressly  provided: 

"Ttiat  no  civil  suit  sbaU  be  brought  before  eitber  of  said  oourta 
against  any  person,  by  any  original  process  or  proceeding,  in  any 
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otber  district  than  that  whereof  he  is  an  Inhabitant;  bnt  when  the 
jurisdiction  is  founded  only  on  the  fact  that  the  action  is  between 
citizens  of  different  states,  suits  shall  be  brought  only  in  the  district 
of  the  residence  of  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant" 

It  is  conceded  that,  as  to  the  defendant  Wells- Whitehead 
Tobacco  Company  being  incorporated  and  residing  in  the 
Ii^astem  district  of  North  Carolina,  the  action  is  properly 
brought.  The  question  of  venue  may  be  raised,  either  by 
motion  to  set  aside  the  service  of  process,  or  by  special  de- 
murrer, when  a  special  appearance  is  made  for  that  purpose 
only  and  before  pleading  to  the  merits.  Southern  Pac.  Ry.  v. 
Denton,  146  U.  S.  206,  13  Sup.  Ct  44,  36  L.  Ed.  942;  Cent, 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Pinkney,  149  U.  S.  194, 13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L.  Ed. 
699;  Street's  Fed.  Eq.  Prac.  §  390.  The  right  to  raise  the 
question  of  venue  is  waived  by  pleading  to  the  merits  or  by 
filing  a  general  demurrer.  Street's  Fed.  Eq.  Prac  §  387.  It 
is  well  settled  that  a  corporation  is,  within  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  a  citizen  and  an  inhabitant  of  the  state  in  which  it  is 
incorporated,  although  it  may  carry  on  business,  have  prop- 
erty, and  maintain  agents  for  service  of  process  in  other 
[120]  states.  Shaw  v.  Quincy  Mining  Co.,  145  U.  S.  444, 12 
Sup.  Ct.  935,  36  L.  Ed.  768 ;  So.  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146  U.  S. 
202, 13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  Ed.  942 ;  In  re  Keasbey,  160  U.  S. 
221,  16  Sup.  Ct.  273,  40  L.  Ed.  402 ;  Macon  Grocery  Co.  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  Ry.,  215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct  184,  54 
L.  Ed.  300. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  for  violations  of  the  Anti-Trust 
Act  the  defendant  may  be  sued  in  any  district  in  which  "  it 
is  found,"  and  that  it  "is  found"  wherever  there  is  some 
agent  or  representative  upon  whom  service  of  process  may 
be  made.  For  a  cause  of  action  growing  out  of  a  breach  of 
duty,  or  tort,  the  jurisdiction  of  which  is  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  a  corporation  can  be  sued  in  the  Circuit  Court 
only  in  the  district  whereof  it  is  "an  inhabitant";  that  is, 
where  it  is  incorporated.  It  is  clear  that  the  second  cause 
of  action  sets  forth  a  common-law  tort — ^malicious  injury  to 
plaintiff's  business.  The  two  causes  of  action  are  separate 
and  distinct,  founded  and  dependent  upon  distinct  and,  in 
many  essential  respects,  different  principles.  It  is  recognized 
by  the  pleader  that,  while,  for  the  wrongs  set  forth  as  the 
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basis  of  the  first  cause  of  action,  he  relies  upon  the  language 
of  the  statute,  alleges  specific,  actual  damages  to  the  plaii^ 
tiff's  property  and  business  and  demands  the  statutory  meas- 
ure of  recovery,  in  the  second  cause  of  action  he  properly 
alleges  that  the  wrongs  of  which  he  complains  were  com- 
mitted maliciously,  willfully,  wickedly,  etc,  and  for  this  he 
demands  punitive,  or  vindictive,  damages.  It  is  manifest 
that,  for  the  matters  and  things  set  forth  in  the  second  cause 
of  action,  the  plaintiff  must  find  his  right  to  invoke  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  act 
of  1887-88,  because  of  the  diversity  of  citizenship  between 
defendant  and  itself,  and  that,  in  seeking  defendant  for  the 
purpose  of  suing,  it  is,  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  act, 
compelled  to  go  to  the  district  of  which  it  is  "  an  inhabitant," 
or  sue  in  the  district  of  its  own  residence,  unless  defendant 
waives  its  privilege  and  consents  to  be  sued  in  some  other 
district.  The  plaintiff  has  sued  in  a  district  of  which  neither 
the  defendant,  nor  itself,  is  an  inhabitant,  and  defendant,  in 
the  appropriate  way,  raises  the  objectfon  to  the  venue.  Docs 
the  fact  that  it  is  sued  jointly  with  the  Wells- Whitehead 
Company,  an  inhabitant  of  this  district,  for  a  wrong  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  jointly,  deprive  it  of  the  right  to 
make  the  objection? 

In  Strawhrid>ge  v.  CurtisSj  8  Cranch,  267,  2  L.  Ed.  435, 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  said : 

"  Each  distinct  interest  sball  be  represented  by  persons,  aU  of  whom 
are  entitled  to  sue,  or  may  be  sued,  in  the  federal  courts." 

In  Coal  Co.  v.  Blatchford,  11  Wall.  172, 20  L.  Ed.  179,  it  is 
said: 

"  If  there  be  several  defendants,  each  defendant  must  be  liable  to 
be  sued,  or  the  jurisdiction  cannot  be  entertained."  Anderson  v. 
Watt,  138  U.  8.  6»4,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449.  34  L.  Bd.  1078. 

The  question  is  discussed  by  Circuit  Judge  Gray  in  Le^el 
V.  Am.  Smelt.  <&  Ref.  Co.  (C.  C.)  110  Fed.  19.  After  citmg 
the  authorities,  the  learned  judge  says : 

"  The  cases  In  the  Supreme  Oonrt,  just  referred  to,  were,  it  is  true, 
dealing  with  the  queetion  of  diverse  citizenship  only,  as  a  ground  of 
Jurisdiction;  [121]  but  the  reasoning  by  which  the  conclusi<m  is 
reached,  that  aU  the  indispensable  parties  must  be  competent  to  sne. 
or  be  sued,  in  order  to  support  the  jurisdiction,  is  applicable  to  the 
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requirements  of  the  act  of  1888,  upon  which  the  motion  to  dismlfls  Is 
grounded.  When  the  Jurisdiction,  therefore,  is  founded  only  ou  the 
fact  that  the  action  is  between  citizens  of  different  states,  as  is  tlie 
case  here,  the  requirement  of  the  act  plainly  is  that  suit  must  be 
brought  either  In  the  district  where  all  the  plaintiffs,  if  there  be  more 
than  one,  jreaide,  or  in  the  district  where  all  the  defendants,  if  there 
be  more  than  one,  reside.  In  this  case  the  suit  having  been  brought 
by  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Pennsylvania,  in  the  district  of  New 
Jersey,  it  is  requisite,  under  the  act  in  question,  that  all  the  defend- 
nuts  named  In  the  bill  be  residents  of  New  Jersey.*'  Jenkins  v.  York 
Cliff  Co.  <C.  C.)  110  Fed.  807;  BwceMar  Co,  v.  JBroton,  74  Fed.  321. 
20  C.  C.  A.  428. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  defendants  may  be  sued  sepa- 
rately. 

' "  When  several  persons  have  been  Jointly  concerned  In  the  commis- 
slou  of  a  wrongful  act,  they  may  all  be  charged  Jointly  as  principals, 
or  the  plaintiff  may  sue  all  of  them  separately,  torts  t)eing  in  their 
nature  several,  ev«i  whea  the  wrongful  act  was  Jointly  committed.** 
SesaUma  v.  Johnson,  95  U.  S.  347,  24  L.  Bd.  596. 

"  The  act  of  each  of  several  Joint  wron^doeis  Is  regarded  as  the  act 
of  all,  and  the  acts  of  all,  in  consummation  of  a  common  purpose,  are 
regarded  as  the  acts  of  each."  Powell  y.  Thompson^  80  Ala.  56; 
Oraham  v.  Houston,  15  N.  C.  232. 

From  an  examination  of  the  authorities  it  would  seem  clear 
that,  as  to  the  second  cause  of  action,  the  defendant  American 
Tobacco  Company  can  be  sued  only  in  the  district  whereof 
"  it  is  an  inhabitant."  The  special  demurrer  must  be  sus- 
tained. As  the  defendant  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco  Com- 
pany does  not  join  in  the  demurrer,  the  only  order  which, 
following  the  practice  prescribed  by  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure of  North  Carolina,  can  be  made,  is  that,  as  to  the  de- 
fendant the  American  Tobacco  Company,  the  second  cause 
of  action  be  dismissed.    It  is  so  ordered. 

The  defendants  moved  the  court  to  strike  out  certain  por- 
tions of  paragraphs,  and  the  whole  of  certain  paragraphs,  in 
the  complaint  specifically  set  out  in  the  motion,  for  that  they 
were  immaterial,  irrelevant,  redundant,  and  contained  mere 
evidence  instead  of  allegation.  This  being  an  action  at  law, 
the  rules  of  practice,  pleading,  and  procedure  Aall  conform, 
as  near  as  may  be,  to  those  rules  prevailing  in  the  state  Code 
of  Practice  and  Pleading.  While,  therefore,  in  disposing  of 
the  motion,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  North  Carolina  Code 
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of  Civil  Procedure,  where,  in  like  cases,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  has  made  deliverance,  its  decisions  must 
control.  The  elementary  principle,  upon  which  all  modern 
Codes  of  pleading  is  based,  requires  the  plaintiff,  in  his  com- 
plaint or  declaration,  to  set  forth  ''  a  plain  and  concise  state- 
ment of  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action  without  un- 
necessary repetition."  For  a  violation  of  this  rule,  the  de- 
fendant may  move  the  court  to  strike  out  irrelevant  and  re- 
dundant matter.  Kevisal  1905,  §  496.  While  the  courts  will, 
in  proper  cases,  grant  such  motion,  they  usually  permit  a 
plaintiff  to  state  his  cause  of  action  in  his  own  way,  provided 
he  avoids  scandalous  and  indecent  matter.  It  is  verv  difficult 
to  analyze  a  complaint  and  eliminate  all  matter  which  may, 
upon  the  trial,  prove  to  be  immaterial  or  irrelevant  without 
unduly  restricting  the  plaintiff'^  right  to  "  tell  a  con- 
[122]nected  story  "  of  his  grievance.  The  strict  technical 
rules  of  pleading,  the  enforcement  of  which  so  often  delayed 
and  frequently  defeated  justice,  have  been  abrogated  by 
modem  codes,  or  rules  of  court.  It  is,  however,  an  elemen- 
tary rule  of  pleading  which  should  always  be  observed  and 
enforced  that  facts,  and  not  evidence,  should  be  alleged.  The 
purpose  of  all  pleading  is  to  bring  the  parties,  at  the  earliest 
possible  period,  after  the  writ  is  issued,  to  either  the  general 
issue  or,  when  proper,  to  specific  issues  of  fact,  the  decision 
of  which,  by  the  jury,  will  enable  the  court  to  determine  and 
declare  the  legal  right  and  enforce  the  legal  remedy.  There 
are  a  number  of  causes  of  actions,  or  remediable  wrongs, 
which,  from  their  nature,  cannot  be  stated  with  sufficient 
definiteness  to  enable  the  court  to  proceed  without  resorting 
to  more  than  the  usual  particularity  of  allegation.  This  is 
peculiarly  true  where  an  unlawful  conspiracy  is  charged. 
For  the  purpose  of  removing  uncertainty  in  allegation,  either 
in  indictments  or  complaints  in  such  cases,  the  courts  usually 
require,  upon  demand,  a  bill  of  particulars.  A  very,  satis- 
factory description  of  a  complaint  sufficiently  definite  in  an 
action  for  unlawful  conspiracy  is  found  in  Murray  v.  Mc- 
Oarigle,  69  Wis.  483,  34  N.  W.  522,  wherein  it  is  said : 

"A  complaint  for  conspiracy  setting  out,  by  way  of  indacemeut»  tlie 
drcnniBtances  under  wUch  the  injury  complained  of  was  commit tedt 
the  conspiring  togetber  and  common  purpose  of  the  defendants,  the 
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means  nsed  to  accomplirii  tlieir  preeoit  parpose,  the  objects  to  be 
attained,  the  overt  acts  of  one,  or  more,  of  the  defendants  in  por- 
suance  of  such  common  purpose^  is  soffici^itly  deflnlte." 

So  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  the  leading  case  of  Cam.  v. 
Hunt,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  126, 38  Am.  Dec  346,  says: 

**  Conspiracy  is  an  offense  which  specifically  demands  the  application 
of  that  wise  and  humane  rale  of  the  common  law  that  an  indictment 
shall  state,  with  as  much  certainty  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will 
admit,  the  facts  which  constitnte  the  crime  intended  to  he  charged.** 

"  It  is  never  enough  that  the  purpose  or  the  means  are  so  described 
that  they  may  be  unlawful.  If  that  is  left  uncertain,  the  indictment 
is  fatally  defective.  It  must  appear  to  the  court  that,  if  the  facts 
alleged  are  proved  as  stated,  without  any  additional  fact,  or  circum- 
stance, there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  illegality  of  the  conduct  charged, 
nor  of  its  criminality."    State  v.  Parker,  43  N.  H.  85. 

Chief  Justice  FnUer,  in  Pettihone  v.  U.  5.,  148  U.  S.  197, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  542,  37  L.  Ed.  419,  says: 

"  The  general  rule  in  reference  to  an  indictment  (for  eonsplracy) 
is  that  all  the  material  facts  and  circumstances  embraced  in  the  defl- 
nitlon  of  the  offense  must  be  stated,  and  that,  if  any  essential  element 
of  the  crime  is  omitted,  such  omission  cannot  be  supplied  by  intend- 
ment or  implication.  The  charge  must  be  made  directly,  and  not  by 
implication,  or  by  way  of  recital."  United  States  t.  Oarll,  100  U.  S. 
612,  28  L.  Ed.  1135. 

In  Swift  cfe  Co.  V.  U.  5.,  196  U.  S.  375,  25  Sup.  Ct  276, 
49  L.  Ed.  518,  in  discussing  the  sufficiency  of  the  bill,  in  a 
suit  in  equity,  brought  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  Mr.  Justice 
Holmes  says: 

"  The  scheme  alleged  is  so  vast  that  it  presents  a  new  problem  in 
pleading.  If»  as  we  must  assume,  the  scheme  is  entertained.  It  is,  of 
course,  contrary  to  the  very  words  of  the  statuta  Its  size  makes  the 
violation  of  the  law  more  conspicuous,  and  yet  the  same  thing  makes 
it  impossible  to  fasten  the  principal  fact  to  a  certain  time  and  place 
The  elements,  too,  are  so  numerous  and  [128]  shifting,  even  the  con- 
stituent parts  alleged  are  and,  from  their  nature,  must  be,  so  exten- 
sive in  time  and  space,  that  something  of  the  same  impossibUity 
applies  to  them." 

CJolt,  Circuit  Judge,  in  CiUey  v.  United  States  Mac.  Co. 
(C.  C.)  152  Fed.  726,  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  declara- 
tion in  an  action  brought  under  the  seventh  section  of  the 
statute,  says: 

"Under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  frame  the 
declaration  In  the  woxds  of  the  statute.    The  statute  does  not  set 
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forth  the  elements  of  the  offenses  which  are  forbidden;  and,  further, 
there  may  be  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  between  the  states  or 
with  foreign  countries,  and  attempts  to  monopolize  such  trade  or  com- 
merce which  are  not  within  the  statute.  These  circumstances  made  it 
imperatiye  that  the  substance  of  the  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade, 
or  the  substantial  facts  which  constitute  the  attempt  to  monopolize, 
should  be  set  forth  in  the  declaration." 

In  Rice  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (C.  C.)  184  Fed.  464,  an 
action  brought  under  the  statute,  the  defendant  moved  the 
court  to  strike  out  the  entire  declaration  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  ^^  irregular  and  defective  and  so  framed  as  to  prejudice, 
embarrass,  and  delay  a  final  trial  of  the  action."  Lanning. 
District  Judge,  discussing  the  question,  says :. 

"  It  is  apparent  that  mere  proof  that  the  defendant  has  entered  into 
a  contract,  or  engaged  in  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
trade,  or  commerce,  among  the  several  states,  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  support  a  cause  of  action  under  the  seventh  section,  for  there  must, 
in  addition  thereto,  be  proof  that  the  plaintiff  has,  by  reason  thereof, 
sustained  damage.  In  his  declaration,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  must 
aver  not  only  facts  showing  such  a  contract  or  combination  as  is 
declared  to  be  unlawful,  but  facts  showing  that,  by  reason  of  such 
unlawful  contract,  or  combination,  he  has  been  injured  in  his  business 
or  property." 

It  is  not  contended  that  the  complaint,  in  its  entirety,  is 
demurrable  for  that  it  does  not  set  forth  a  cause  of  action 
or  is  not  suflBiciently  definite,  but  that  it  contains  "  irrelevant 
and  redundant  matter."  Many  of  the  cases  cited  by  defend- 
ant discuss  the  merits  of  the  complaint  upon  demurrer — 
that  the  allegations  do  not  set  out  any  cause  of  action  within 
the  words  or  purview  of  the  statute.  The  motion  to  strike 
out  irrelevant  and  redundant  matter  cannot  be  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
complaint;  that  can  be  done  only  by  a  demurrer.  20  Enc. 
PI.  &  Pr.  988.  If  the  complaint  sets  out  no  more  than  is 
required  to  sustain  the  action,  such  matter  cannot  be  said  to 
be  irrelevant  or  redundant,  although  there  may  be,  inter- 
mingled with  the  essential  allegation,  expressions  and  lan- 
guage not,  strictly  speaking,  necessary.  It  is  uniformly  held 
that,  in  order  to  recover,  the  plaintiff  must  allege  that  the 
defendants  have  formed  a  conspiracy,  or  combination,  in 
restraint  of  trade,  or,  if  there  be  but  one  defendant  whose 
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acts  are  made  the  basis  of  the  action,  that  it  is  of  itself  such 
a  combination,  within  the  purview  of  the  act  To  do  this  it 
is  not  only  proper,  but  necessary  to  set  forth  fully  the  origin, 
character  of  defendant,  its  history,  in  regard  to  the  alleged 
unlawful  conduct,  growth,  metiiods  of  business  in  the  respect 
complained  of,  and  its  combination  with  the  other  persons  or 
corporations  involved,  etc  It  is  only  in  recent  years  that 
actions  of  this  character  have  found  their  way  into  the 
courts  and,  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Holmes : 

"  They  present  a  new  problem  in  pleading." 

[124  J  What  constitutes  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  although  frequently  discussed 
and,  in  a  few  cases,  decided,  has  not  yet  passed  beyond  the 
domain  of  debate  in  the  courts.  Two  cases  of  national  con- 
cern, in  one  of  which  one  of  the  present  defendants  is  a  party, 
involving  the  question,  are  now  pending  in  the  Supreme 
Court.  In  the  Northern  Securities  Co.  cdse,  193  U.  S.  331, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  464  (48  L.  Ed.  679),  it  is  said: 

"  The  act  declares  illegal  every  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy, 
in  whatever  form,  of  whatever  nature,  whoever  may  be  the  parties 
to  it,  which  directly,  or  necessarily,  operates  in  restraint  of  trada  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states.*' 

In  several  of  the'  reported  cases,  the  complaint,  declara- 
tion, or  petition  is  set  out  in  full  showing  that,  in  setting 
forth  the  first  essential  fact,  the  pleaders  have  given  a  full 
history  of  the  conduct  and  course  of  business  of  the  defend- 
ants,  and  this  has  generally  been  sustained  by  the  courts. 
While  it  may  be  that  some  unnecessary  matter  is  referred  to 
in  the  complaint  in  this  case,  taken  as  a  whole,  it  conforms  to 
the  precedents  which  we  have.  To  eliminate  all  such  matter 
which,  upon  a  critical  analysis,  might  seem  irrelevant  or  re- 
dundant, would  endanger  the  structure  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiffs cause  of  action  is  founded.  Pleadings  are  to  be  given  a 
fair,  liberal  construction.  If,  upon  the  trial,  such  matters  are 
found  to  be  irrelevant,  they  will  be  eliminated  by  excluding 
evidence  in  regard  to  them. 

The  plaintiff  must  set  forth  its  own  origin,  character  of 
busine^ss,  and  other  relevant  matter,  so  that  the  court  may 
see  that  its  business  bears  such  relation  to  the  alleged  un* 
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lawful  character  and  conduct  of  defendants  as  brings  it 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  This  has  been  done. 
The  final  and  essential  allegation  is,  that  ^'  by  reason  of  " 
the  conduct  of  defendant  in  doing  the  things  forbidden,  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful,  it  has  been  injured  in  ''  its  business 
or  property,"  and  the  character  and  extent  of  the  damage. 
In  meeting  this  requirement,  the  plaintiff  sets  forth,  at  much 
length,  a  course  of  conduct  by  defendant  American  Tobacco 
Company,  by  itself,  and  in  connection  with  its  co*defendant, 
which  brings  the  case  clearly  within  the  principles  announced 
in  Loewe  v.  LawleVy  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L. 
Ed.  488. 

Referring  to  the  declaration  in  that  caae,  Chi  f  Justice 
Fuller  says: 

"  We  have  given  the  declaration  in  fuil  in  the  margin,  and  it  appears 
therefrom  that  it  is  charged  that  defendants  formed  a  combination 
to  directly  restrain  plaintiffs  trade;  that  the  trade  to  be  restrained 
was  interstate;  that  certain  means  to  attain  such  restraint  were  con- 
trived to  be  used  and  employed  to  that  end;  that  these  measures 
were  so  used  and  employed  by  defendants;  and  that  thereby  they 
Injured  plaintifTs  business." 

The  demurrer  was  overruled.  In  the  same  case,  Piatt, 
District  Judge,  on  a  motion  to  strike  out  matter  from  the 
complaint,  says: 

"  It  is  not  understood  to  be  one  of  the  functions  of  the  court  od 
sncb  a  motion  as  this  to  compel  the  plaintiffs  to  state  their  case  In 
the  way  most  satisfactory  to  defendanta  Indeed,  it  is  not  easy 
to  conceive  how  such  a  complicated  situation,  covering  as  it  does  such 
an  important  and  serious  question,  could  have  been  otherwise  set 
forth.  At  any  rate,  a  close  scrutiny  of  the  complaint  discloses  noth- 
ing which  Is  so  obviously  wrong  that  it  ought  to  be  expunged  on 
motion." 

[185]  It  is  true,  as  suggested  by  defendants,  that  this  case 
involved  a  charge  of  an  unlawful  combination  involving  a 
labor  boycott.  This,  however,  does  not  aflfect  the  question 
under  discussion.  In  People^s  Tob,  Co.  v.  Am,  Tob.  Co.y  170 
Fed.  396,  95  C.  C.  A.  566,  an  action  brought  under  section  7 
of  the  act.  Circuit  Judge  Shelby,  after  enumerating  the  es- 
sential averments  of  the  petition,  says: 

"If  the  petition  contains  these  essential  averments,  it  is  nol  sub- 
ject to  an  exceptloB  of  no  cause  of  action,  although  it  may  contain 
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surplnaage  and  may  specify  some  of  the  items  of  damage,  which  may 
not  be  recoverable." 

He  uses  the  following  language,  which  may  well  be  applied 
to  the  complaint  in  this  case : 

"At  a  great  length,  and  with  minute  details,  the  petition  alleges 
and  describes  the  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce,  showing  that  it  is  snch  as  is  condemned  by 
the  first  section  of  the  act  With  equal  f  nUness  there  are  allegations 
of  an  attempt  by  the  defendants,  with  other  conspirators,  to  monop- 
olize the  trade  or  commerce  in  tobacco  among  the  several  states,  such 
an  attempt  and  conspiracy  as  is  condemned  by  the  second  section  of 
the  act  It  is  there  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  inter- 
state trade,  or  business,  such  as  that  engaged  in  by  defendant's  com- 
panies, and  that  the  described  acts  of  the  defendant  were  done  for 
the  purpose,  of  obtaining  a  monopoly  and  destroying  the  business  of 
the  plaintiff." 

The  demurrer  was  overruled,  reversing  the  district  judge. 
While,  in  several  of  the  cases  found  in  the  reports,  a  tendency 
appears  to  restrict  the  language  of  the  act  and  narrow  the 
remedy  provided  by  section  7,  there  is  a  manifest  tendency 
on  the  part  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  many  cases  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  to  apply  to  the  act  the  fundamental  rule 
of  construction  which  requires  the  court  to  so  interpret  stat- 
utes that  they  repress  the  evil  and  advance  the  remedy.  The 
evil  at  which  this  statute  is  aimed  is  of  national  importance, 
and  the  remedies  provided  for  its  punishment  and  repression 
should  not  be  restricted  by  technical  and  narrow  rules  of ' 
pleading.  If  the  plaintiff  in  an  intelligent  way  and  by  "  a 
connected  story  "  sets  forth  his  grievance,  he  should  not  be 
turned  away  from  the  court  or  his  pleading  so  mutilated,  by 
striking  out  more  or  less  essential  averments,  as  to  em- 
barrass him  and  unduly  limit  the  scope  of  his  proof  when  he 
comes  to  trial.  The  motion  to  strike  out  matters  of  aver- 
ment is  denied.  It  is,  however,  manifest  that,  in  several 
respects,  the  complaint  sets  out  matter  which  is  purely  evi- 
dentiary.   This  should  be  eliminated. 

In  paragraph  6  of  the  first  cause  of  action  it  is  alleged : 


<« 


That  the  American  Tobacco  Company  constitutes,  and  is  itself,  a 
combination  in  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1890, 
entitled  'An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  nnlawfnJ 
restraints  and  monopolies,'  and  has  been  so  held  and  adjudged  in  a 
final  decree  of  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  Dis- 


WABE-KBAMEB  TOBAOOO  CO.  V.  AlCBB.  TOBAOOO  00.      779 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

trict  of  New  York  In  the  United  Statet  t.  Amerioan  Tohacoo  Co.  and 
others,  filed  December  10,  1908,  and  said  decree  is  bore  expressly 
pleaded  and  asked  to  be  made  a  part  bereof,  a  copy  of  wblcb  is  bereto 
attached,  marked  'A/" 

It  does  not  appear  how  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  New  York  in  a  suit  in  equity  brought  by  the  Government 
for  the  purpose  of  enjoining  the  defendant  American  To- 
bacco Company,  and  other  corporations,  from  holding  stock 
in  said  corporations,  can,  in  any  [126]  manner,  be  relevant 
to,  or  affect,  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  The  ruit  is  not 
between  the  parties  to  this  action,  or  any  one  in  privity  with 
them,  nor  has  the  plaintiff  any  connection  with  any  of 
the  parties  to  it.  The  only  way.  and  the  sole  purpose  for 
which  a  judgment  in  another  suit  may  be  pleaded,  is  to 
show  an  estoppel  of  record  or  sustain  the  plea  of  r^s  judicata. 
If  the  purpose  of  the  allegation  is  to  advise  the  court  that 
another  court  has  adjudged  the  defendant  to  be  a  violator 
of  the  law,  this  may  be  done  by  citing  the  decision  as  an 
authority.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  decree  provides  that,  if 
any  of  the  parties  enjoined  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  injunction  shall  be  suspended  during  the  pending  of  such 
appeal.  It  is  a  matter  within  our  knowledge  that  the  cause 
is  now  pending  on  appeal  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  The  allegation  presents  no  issuable  contro- 
versy, nor  would  the  decree,  or  the  fact  that  an^  such  suit 
is  pending,  be  competent  in  evidence  upon  any  issue  which 
could  possibly  be  founded  upon  the  pleadings.  The  aver- 
ment is  not  only  evidentiary,  but  irrelevant. 

The  motion  to  strike  it  out  is  allowed. 

In  paragraph  15  it  is  alleged : 

"That  the  illegal  purpose  of  the  defendants  to  injure  and  destroy 
the  business  of  plaintiffs  is  disclosed  by  certain  letters  written  or 
received  by  iPercIval  J.  Hill,  vice  president  of  the  American  Tobacoo 
Company,  to  or  from  W.  M.  CJarter,  R.  G.  Briggs,  and  others,  apd 
found  in  the  letter  book  of  said  Percy  J.  Hill ;  the  said  letters  having 
been  introduced  in  evidence  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  American 
Tobacco  Co.,  tried  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court,"  etc. 

It  may  be  that  several  of  the  letters  attached  as  Exhibits 
B,  C,  D  would  be  competent  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the 
case;  but  many  of  them  do  not,  so  far  as  can  be  seen,  have 

1087O*— S.  Doc  111.  62-1,  vol  3 60 
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any  relevancy  to  the  issues.  In  any  event,  they  are  but  evi-. 
dentiary,  and  do  not  come  within  the  well-settled  rules  of 
pleading  as  proper  exhibits.  The  paragraphs  referring  to 
them,  together  with  the  exhibits,  should  be  stricken  out 

In  the  supplemental  complaint  filed  after  W.  M.  Carter 
had  been  made  a  party  defendant,  certain  conversations 
alleged  to  have  been  had  by  said  Carter,  set  out  in  full,  and  a 
typewritten  memorandum  made  at  the  time  by  way  of  ex- 
hibit, are  attacked.  This  matter  and  the  exhibit  is  strictly 
evidentiary.  The  declarations  of  Carter  relied  upon  to  show 
a  conspiracy  between  his  co-defendants  and  himself  are  in- 
competent as  against  them,  and  would  not  be  admissible  in 
evidence.    They  should  not  be  set  out  in  the  complaint. 

The  motion  to  strike  out  the  alleged  conversations  with 
Carter  and  the  Exhibit  E  is  allowed. 

In  all  other  respects  than  those  referred  to,  the  motion  is 
denied. 


[160]    WARE-KRAMER   TOBACCO   CO.   ET   AL.    v. 
AMERICAN  TOBACCO  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  North  CaroUna,  Raleigh  Division.    June  19, 

1010.) 

[ISO  Fed.  Bep.,  160.] 

Equitt  (f  153) — ^Pleadiwci — Requisites. — A  bill  in  equity  shonld  be 
construed  to  mean  what  it  fairly  conreys  by  a  fairly  exact  use  of 
English  speech.^ 

[Ed.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Equity,  Cent.  Dig.  f  888;  Dec. 
Dig.  «  153.] 

[161]  Action  (§  5) — ^Violation  of  Statutes — Right  to  Rbooybl — 
By  violating  a  criminal  or  penal  statute  one  does  not  render  himself 
liable  to  a  private  citizen  unless  the  unlawful  conduct  is  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of,  or  results  in,  some  special  injury  to  such  citizen's 
business  or  property. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Action,  Dec.  Dig.  16.] 

«For  opinion  sastainlng  demurrer  to  original  complaint  (178  SW. 
Rep.  117)  see  ante,  p.  768. 
*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publiahing  Company. 
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MoHOK>LiE8  (I  12) — ^Anti-Tbust  Law — PuBFOBE. — ^The  prohibitory 
proTisionB  of  Antl-TruBt  Law  July  2,  1890,  c  647,  S  7,  26  Stat.  210 
(U.  S.  Gomp.  St  1901,  p.  8202),  apply  to  all  contracts  in  restraint  of 
interstate  or  foreign  trade  or  commerce,  without  exception  or  limi- 
tation, and  are  not  confined  to  those  in  which  the  restraint  is  unrea- 
sonable. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cafes,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  f  10 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  S  12.] 

Monopolies  (§  28) — Awti-Tbust  Law — Private  Suits  fob  Viola- 
tion.— Under  the  express  terms  of  Anti-Trust  Law  July  2,  1890,  c. 
647,  S  7,  26  Stat  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  8202),  one  injured  in 
business  or  property  by  another  through  a  combination  or  oon- 
ipiracy  to  restrain  or  monopolize  interstate  trade  may  sue  for  his 
damage 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  S  18;  Dec. 
Dig.  S  28.] 

MoNOPouss  (f  28) — Anti-Tbust  Law — Pbivatb  Suit  for  Violation — 
Pleadinci — Sufficiency. — ^A  complaint,  under  Anti-Trust  Law  July 
2,  1800,  c.  647,  f  7,  26  Stat  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3202),  for 
damages,  is  not  insufficient  as  failing  to  show  a  violation  of  the 
law  or  injury  to  plaintiff,  where  it  sets  out  the  origin  and  history 
of  one  of  defendant  companies  in  absorbing  competing  companies 
engaged  in  manufacturing  tobacco;  a  history  of-  the  formation, 
growth,  etc.,  of  the  other  defendant  company;  absorption  of  the 
latter  by  the  former,  under  an  agreement  to  Iceep  the  purchase 
secret,  all  done  in  furtherance  of  the  first  company's  purpose  to 
monopolize  the  business  of  manufacturing  tobacco  and  cigarettes  in 
Tiolation  of  such  lay^;  a  conspiracy  between  the  two  companies  to 
monopolize  the*  supply  of  manufactured  tobacco  throughout  the 
country;  that  in  furtherance  of  a  general  plan  to  restrain  interstate 
trade  in  tobacco,  and  monopolise  its  manufacture  and  sale,  defend- 
ants first  resorted  to  unfair  and  oppressive  means,  fully  set  out,  to 
prevent  plaintiff  company's  organization;  that  plaintUTs  stoclL- 
holders  and  prospective  stockholders  were  threatened  with  Injury 
in  business  if  they  pressed  the  plaintiff's  business;  that  one  of 
plaintiff's  incorporators  was  offered  inducements  to  abandon  plain- 
tiff; that  false  and  unjust  statements  were  circulated  concerning 
plaintiff;  that  plaintiff  established  a  prosperous  interstate  business 
and  would  have  grown  but  for  defendants'  unlawful  acts ;  that  plain- 
tiff's customers  were  unlawfully  taken  away  by  defendants'  threats 
and  inducements ;  that  cigarettes  were  sold  below  cost ;  that  Jobbers 
and  dealers  in  plaintiff's  territory  were  given  free  goods  and  extra 
discounts  to  press  sales  as  against  plaintiff's  goods ;  that  defendants' 
employee  obtained  employment  as  plaintiff's  sales  manager  to  in- 
jure and  did  injure  plaintiff's  business  in  a  specified  way,  as  part  of 
defendants'  scheme ;  that  defendants  conspired  to  destroy  plaintiff's 
business,  etc. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  28.] 
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PUEADINO    (S  68) — SUinOIBNOT — ^AXLBOATIONS  ON   BSLIXr. — Ao  ElleSa.- 

tion  that  plaintiff  has  "  reason  to  believe,*'  and  therefore  '*  allies,'* 
etc.,  is  sufficient  nnder  Revisal  N.  C.  1906,  S  489,  reqairiag  matter  to 
be  alleged  as  of  plaintiff's  knowledge  or  upon  "infbrmatlon  and 
beUef." 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Pleading,  Gent  Dig.  f  140;  Dec 
Dig.  I  68.]  * 

[163]  Suit  by  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Company  and 
another  against  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and  others. 
On  demurrer  to  the  amended  complaint.  Demurrer  over- 
ruled. 

F.  A.  Darnels^  C.  C.  Darnels^  F.  A.  Woodard^  and  N.  T. 
Green^  for  plaintiffs. 

Aycock  and  Winston^  Junivs  Parker^  and  F.  L.  FuU&r^  for 
defendants. 

CoNNOB,  District  Judge. 

The  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  filed  herein, 
May  8,  1910  (178  Fed.  117),  upon  the  motion  made  by  de- 
fendant to  strike  out  certain  portions  of  the  complaint,  has 
filed  an  amended  complaint,  containing  all  of  the  material 
averments  in  the  original.  Defendants  join  in  a  demurrer, 
the  specific  grounds  of  which  are : 

1.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state 'any  facts  showing 
that  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  have  violated  the  federal 
anti-trust  law — have  monopolized,  or  attempted  to  monopo- 
lize, or  have  contracted,  combined,  or  conspired  to  restrain 
interstate  or  foreign  trade  or  commerce,  or  that  such  has  been 
the  effect  of  the  acts  and  facts  therein  alleged. 

2.  That  it  does  not  state  any  facts  showing  that  plaintiff 
has  been  injured  by  any  violation  of  the  anti-trust  law,  or 
any  acts  monopolizing,  or  attempting  to  monopolize,  any 
contracts,  combinations,  or  conspiracies  to  restrain  inter- 
state or  foreign  trade  or  commerce,  as  injuriously  affecting 
the  plaintiff. 

8.  That  it  does  state  facts  showing  that  the  acts  complained 
of  are  only  such  as  have  always  been  permissible  in  competi- 
tion, and  only  such  as  are  not  only  not  forbidden,  but  are 
specially  encouraged,  by  the  federal  anti-trust  law. 
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It  is  neither  necessary,  nor  desirable,  at  this  time,  and  in 
the  present  condition  of  the  record,  to  do  more  than  ascer- 
tain whether,  in  view  of  such  decisions  as  have  been  made 
throwing  light  upon  the  interpretation  of  the  statute,  the 
facts  alleged,  with  the  inferences  to  be  drawn  therefrom, 
most  favorable  to  plaintiff,  the  action  can  be  maintained. 
It  is  conceded  that,  before  an  affirmative  answer  can  be  given 
to  this  question,  it  must  appear  from  allegations  in  the  oom< 
plaint : 

1.  That  defendants,  the  American  Tobacco  Company  and 
the  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco  Company,  have  entered  into 
^  a  contract,  or  combination,  in  the  form  of  a  trust,  or  other* 
wise,"  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce ;  or  ^'  that  defendants  have  monopolized,  or  attempted 
to  monopolize,  or  have  combined  or  conspired  to  monopolize 
a  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or 
with  some  foreign  naticm."  These,  and  each  of  them,  are 
^  the  things  forbidden  and  declared  to  be  unlawful "  by  the 
act. 

2.  That  plaintiff  has  been  injured,  as  alleged,  in  its  "  busi- 
ness or  property  "  by  reason  of  the  unlawful  acts  of  de- 
fendants. 

These  are  the  ess^itial  elements,  upon  the  existence  of 
which  the  plaintiff's  action  is  founded.  Act  July  2,  1890,  c. 
647, 26  Stat.  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202). 

[163]  The  complaint,  at  considerable  length,  with  full- 
ness  of  detail,  and  in  substantial  respects  corresponding  to 
declarations,  petitions,  and  bills  in  equity,  held  sufficient 
by  the  federal  courts,  sets  out  the  origin,  history,  growth, 
and  conduct  of  the  defendant  American  Tobacco  Company 
in  absorbing  competing  companies,  or  companies  engaged 
in  the  manufacture  of  tobacco  in  all  of  its  forms.  The  com- 
plaint proceeds  to  set  forth  a  history  of  the  formation, 
growth,  etc.,  of  the  defendant  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco 
Company,  and,  after  describing  the  various  attempts  of  the 
American  Tobacco  Company  to  destroy  its  business,  sets 
forth  the  manner  in  which  it  acquired  a  controlling  interest 
in  the  stock  of  said  Wells- Whitehead  Company,  alleging  an 
agreement  between  the  officers  of  both  companies  that  the 
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purchase  should  be  kept  secret,  etc.  All  of  this,  it  is  allied, 
was  in  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of  the  American  Tobacco 
Company  to  monopolize  the  business  of  manufacturing  to- 
bacco and  cigarettes  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  fed- 
eral Anti-Trust  law.  The  complaint,  in  this  respect,  is  drawn 
upon  the  lines,  and  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  peti- 
tion, or  bill,  in  People^a  Tobacco  Co.  v.  Am,  Tobacco  Co.^  170 
Fed.  406,  95  C.  07  A.  566,  and  sustained  by  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  Fifth  Circuit. 

In  Swift  V.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  25  Sup.  Ct  276, 
49  L.  Ed.  518,  Mr.  JiLStice  Holmes,  discussing  a  demurrer  to 
the  bill  in  equity  filed  by  the  government  for  the  purpose  of 
enjoining  the  '^  meat  trust/'  for  alleged  violation  of  the  stat- 
ute, says: 

"  The  scheme,  as  a  whole,  seems  to  ns  to  be  within  reaeh  of  the  law. 
The  constituent  elements,  as  we  have  stated  them,  are  plough  to  give 
the  scheme  a  body  and,  for  all  that  we  can  say,  accomplish  It  More- 
over, whatever  we  may  think  of  them  separately,  when  we  take  them 
up  as  distinct  charges,  they  are  alleged  sufficiently  as  elements  of 
the  scheme.  It  Is  suggested  that  the  several  acts  charged  are  law- 
ful and  that  intent  can  make  no  difference.  But  they  are  bound  to- 
gether as  parts  of  a  single  plan.  The  plan  may  make  the  parts  un- 
lawful. The  statute  gives  this  proceeding  against  combinations  in  re* 
straint  of  trade  among  the  states  and  attempts  to  monopolize  the 
same" 

In  Addyston  Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.  v.  United  States,  175  TJ.  S. 
211,  at  page  244,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  at  page  108  (44  L.  Ed.  136), 
Mr.  Justice  Peckham  says: 

"  We  have  no  doubt  that  where  the  direct  and  immediate  effect  of 
a  contract  or  combination  among  particular  dealers  in  a  commodity 
Is  to  destroy  competition  between  them  and  others,  so  that  the  parties 
to  the  contract  or  combination  may  obtain  increased  prices  for  them- 
selves, such  contract  or  combination  amounts  to  a  restraint  of  trade 
in  the  commodity,  even  though  contracts  to  buy  such  commodity  at 
the  enhanced  price  are  continually  being  made.  Total  suppression  of 
the  trade  In  the  commodity  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  render  the 
combination  one  In  restraint  of  trade.  It  Is  the  effect  of  the  combi- 
nation in  limiting  and  restricting  the  right  of  each  of  the  members  to 
transact  business  in  the  ordinary  way,  as  well  as  its  effect  upon  the 
volume  or  extent  of  the  dealing  in  the  commodity,  that  Is  regarded. 
All  the  facts  and  circumstances  are,  however,  to  be  considered  in 
order  to  determine  the  fundamental  Question  whether  the  necessarj 
effect  of  the  combination  is  to  restrain  interstate  commerce.*" 
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The  learned  justioe,  after  an  exhaustive  and  careful  anal- 
ysis of  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  writing  for  the  unanimous 
court,  overrules  the  demurrer.  In  the  complaint  herein  is 
found,  "  after  all  the  specific  [164]  charges,  a  general  alle- 
gation that  the  defendants  have  conspired  with  one  another 
to  monopolize  the  supply  of  manufactured  tobacco,  cigars, 
and  cigarettes  throughout  the  United  States,"  and,  as  said 
by  Judge  Holmes : 

"This  general  allegation  of  intent  colors  and  applies  to  aU  the 
specific  charges  in  the  bill.  Whatever  may  be  thought  concerning  the 
proper  construction  of  the  statute,  a  bill  in  equity  is  not  to  be  read 
and  construed  as  an  indictment  would  have  been  read  and  construed 
a  hundred  years  ago;  but  it  is  to  be  taken  to  mean  what  it  fairly 
conveys  to  a  dispassionate  reader,  by  a  fairly  exact  use  of  English 
speecQs 

In  People's  Tobacco  Co.  v.  A.  T.  Co.^  s^tpra^  Judge  Shelby, 
discussing  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  says : 

''At  great  length,  and  with  minute  details,  the  petition  alleges  and 
describes  this  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
trade,  or  commerce,  showing  that  it  is  such  as  is  condenmed  by  the 
first  section  of  the  act  With  equal  fullness,  there  are  allegations 
of  an  attempt  by  defendants,  with  other  conspirators,  to  monopolize 
the  trade  or  commerce  in  tobacco  among  the  several  states — such  an 
attempt  and  conspiracy  as  is  condenmed  by  tlie  second  section  of  the 
act."    Montague  v.  Lowry,  103  U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Gt  307,  48  L.  Ed.  60& 

In  United  States  v.  MacAndrews  <&  Forbes  Co.  (C.  C.) 
149  Fed.  823,  an  indictment  drawn  under  the  Anti-Trust  Act 
was  considered  upon  demurrer  by  District  Judge  Hough. 
He  says : 

"The  criterion  as  to  whether  any  given  business  scheme  falls 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute  is  its  effect  upon  interstate  com- 
merce, which  need  not  be  a  total  suppression  of  trade  or  a  complete 
monopoly;  it  is  enough  if  its  necessary  operation  tends  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  advantage  flow- 
ing from  free  competition." 

The  learned  judge,  after  reciting  the  acts  charged  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  defendant,  says : 


•« 


Not  only  do  the  facts  alleged  show  a  combination  producing  a 
result  detrimental  to  interstate  commerce,  but  they  also  show  con- 
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certed  action  to  bring  about  that  reaalt.  and  tb«  remilt,  as  bIiowii. 
conatltutes  that  '  virtool '  monopoly  1q  the  Interstate  dlatribntiOD  ot 
the  aabatance  UMina  factored  ty  the  corporate  defendaiu  wtildi 
brings  the  toatter  within  the  dedalons  differentiating  the  modem  uae 
of  the  word  '  moDopoly '  trom  that  grant  by  royal  patent  which  was 
tbe  origin  ot  the  phrase." 

This  language  is  appropriate  to  the  de&cription  given,  io 
the  complaint,  of  defeodants'  relation  to  the  mauiifacture  of 
tobacco  and  cigarettes. 

It  is,  however,  strongly  and  earnestly  insisted  that  plaintiff 
fails  to  set  forth  any  facts  from  which  the  court  can  see 
that  it  has  been  injured  in  its  business  or  property  by  the 
character  and  conduct  of  defendants.  The  learned  counsel 
says  that  if  it  be  conceded,  for  the  purpose  of  the  ai^ument, 
that  defendant  American  Tobacco  Company  is  a  monopoly, 
and  that,  in  securing  tbe  controlling  interest  in  the  stock 
of  its  co-defendant,  the  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco  Company, 
in  the  manner  and  under  the  circumstances  set  forth,  it 
formed  an  unlawful  c<Hnbinatioii,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act,  subjecting  both  corporations  to  indictment  or  other  pro- 
ceedings by  the  government,  yet  that  plaintiff  shows  no  cause 
of  action  under  the  provisions  of  the  [165]  seventh  section 
of  the  act,  because  in  neither  nor  all  of  the  acta  alleged  did 
it  exceed  what  is  recognized  by  the  law  as  fair  competition, 
and  this  the  statute  does  not  prohibit.  It  is  undoubtedly 
true,  as  said  by  counsel,  that  by  violating  a  criminal  or  penal 
statute  a  person,  either  natural  or  corporate,  does  not  render 
itself  liable  to  be  used  by  a  private  citizen  unless  the  unlaw- 
ful conduct  is  the  proximate  cause  of,  or  results  in,  some 
special  injury  to  the  business  or  property  of  the  person 
bringing  the  action.  Counsel  ask:  May  not  defendants, 
although  violators  of  the  public  law,  until  called  to  account 
by  the  sovereign,  prosecute  their  business  in  a  lawful  way! 
May  they  not  engage  in  fair  competition  with  others  engaged 
he  same  business!  May  they  not  advertise  their  wares, 
ersell  their  competitors  in  open  market,  send  their 
its  into  the  markets  of  tiie  country  and,  by  fair  and  well- 
•gcuzed  rules  of  competition,  offer  their  goods  for  sale! 
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How,  he  asks,  does  this  injure  the  public  or  "  raise  prices  ^ — 
restrain  or  interfere  with  trade  or  commerce  t  In  constru- 
ing the  statute  it  must  be  kept  in  view  that : 

"Its  prohibitory  provisions  apply  to  all  contracts  in  restraint  of 
interstate,  or  foreign,  trade  or  commerce,  without  exception  or 
limitation;  and  are  not  confined  to  those  in  which  the  restraint  Is 
unreasonable" 

Hence,  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  regard  to  a 
combination  to  establish  rates: 

''The  claim  that  the  company  has  the  right  to  charge  reasonable 
rates,  and  that,  therefore,  it  has  the  right  to  enter  into  a  combina- 
tion with  competing  roads  to  maintain  such  rates,  cannot  be  admitted. 
The  conclusion  does  not  follow  from  the  premise.  What  one  com- 
pany may  do,  in  the  way  of  charging  reasonable  rates,  is  radically 
different  from  entering  into  an  agreement  with  other  and  competing 
roads  to  keep  up  the  rates  to  that  point."  United  Staiea  y.  Freight 
Aas'n  166  U.  S.  290,  at  page  339,  17  Sup.  Gt.  540,  at  page  558,  41 
L.  Ed.  1007;  UnUed  States  v.  Joint  Trajjlc  As8'n,  171  U.  S.  505, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259. 

It  is  the  combination,  or  conspiracy,  to  restrain  or  to 
monopolize  interstate  trade,  which  is  condemned,  and  if  this 
is  established  an  injury  ^'  done  to  the  business  or  property '' 
of  "any  person,"  by  reason  thereof,  constitutes  a  cause  of 
action.  Whether,  under  the  language  of  the  statute,  the 
members  of  the  illegal  combination,  or  the  conspiracy,  may, 
in  the  prosecution  of  their  business,  resort  to  the  legal 
methods  open  to  those  who  are  living  in  obedience  to  the 
law,  with  immunity  from  an  action  for  injuries  inflicted 
upon  the  business  or  property  of  others — that  is,  resort  to 
fair  competition — ^has  not,  so  far  as  the  industry  of  counsel 
has  revealed,  been  decided.  The  position  of  the  plaintiff 
is  that  the  unlawful  combination  and  its  members  are  "  out- 
laws" and  not  within  the  pale  of  the  protection  conferred 
upon  those  who  pursue  a  lawful  calling  in  a  lawful  way. 
The  language  of  the  statute  (seventh  section)  is: 

"Any  person  who  shall  be  injured,  in  his  business  or  property  by 
any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act  may  sue,"  etc. 


L^ 
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Chief  Justioe  Fuller,  in  Loewe  v.  Lawlor^  208  T7.  S.  274. 
28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  overruling  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition,  says: 

[166]   "It  is  charged  that  defendants  formed  a  combination  to 
directly  restrain  plaintiff's  trade ;  tliat  the  trade  to  be  restrained  was 
interstate;  that  certain  means  to  attain  such  restraint  were  contrived 
to  be  used  and  employed  by  defendants;  and  that  thereby  thej  in 
jured  plaintiff's  property  and  business." 

This  was  held  sufficient.  Judge  Shelby,  in  People^s  To- 
bacco Co.  V.  American  Tobacco  Go,^  supra,  discussing  a 
demurrer  to  the  petition  substantially  like  the  one  before 
the  court,  says: 

"It  is  plain  that  the  petition  need  only  aver,  and  state  facts  to 
show,  that  the  defendants  have  committed  one  or  more  of  the 
offenses  condemned  by  the  first  and  second  sections  of  the  act,  that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  person  Injured  within  the  meaning  of  the  seventh 
section,  and  the  amount  of  damages  it  has  sustained  by  such  injury." 

In  the  light  of  these  decisions,  it  would  seem  that  the  com- 
plaint sufficiently  alleges  facts  bringing  its  grievance  within 
the  provisions  of  the  act.  It  is  not  charged  that  the  combina- 
tion between  the  defendants  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
restraining  plaintiff's  interstate  trade ;  this,  of  course,  it  could 
not  do  because  the  final  act  of  forming  a  conspiracy  or  com- 
bination— ^the  purchase  of  a  controlling  interest  in  the  stock 
of  the  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco  Company,  by  the  American 
Tobacco  Company — was  during  the  month  of  July,  1904. 
whereas  the  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Company  was  not  organ- 
ized until  October,  1904.  The  theory  upon  which  the  com- 
plaint is  drawn  is :  That  defendants,  being  an  unlawful  com- 
bination within  the  terms  of  the  statute,  in  furtherance  of 
its  general  plan,  scheme,  or  purpose  to  restrain  all  interstate 
trade  in  manufactured  tobacco  and  cigarettes,  and  to  monop- 
olize the  manufacture  and  sale  of  tobacco,  first  resorted  to 
unfair  and  oppressive  means,  fully  set  out,  to  prevent  its 
organization.  That  one  of  their  managing  officers  threat- 
ened the  persons  proposing  to  form  and  organize  plaintiff 
corporation.  That  defendant  "by  fair  means  or  foul'' 
would  destroy  the  proposed  corporation.  That  threats  were 
made  by  the  officers  of  defendants  to  stockholders  or  pros- 
pective stockholders  of  plaintiff  company,  after  it  was  or- 
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ganized,  that,  if  they  (some  of  them  being  directors  and 
managing  officers  of  plaintiff  company)  '^  continued  to  press 
the  business  of  the  Ware-Ej'amer  Tobacco  Company,  the 
American  Tobacco  Company  would  take  from  such  persons 
the  sale  of  its  products,  particularly  snuff,  which  such 
persons  were,  at  that  time,  selling  in  large  quantities."  That, 
to  another  large  stockholder,  an  officer  in  a  bank,  threats 
were  made  by  an  officer  of  the  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco 
Company : 

"  That  if  he  persisted  in  his  efforts  to  make  effective  the  organiza- 
tion, and  to  make  prosperous  the  business  of  the  Ware-Kramer  To- 
bacco Company,  he  would  find  tliat  his  interests  in  enterprises  in  the 
business  would  be  made  to  suffer." 

That,  to  another  person  engaged  in  the  tobacco  warehouse 
business,  in  the  town  of  Wilson,  N.  C.,  at  which  the  Amer- 
ican Tobacco  Company  and  one  of  its  allied  companies 
bought  large  quantities  of  leaf  tobacco,  threats  were  made 
calculated  to  injure  his  business.  That,  to  another  person, 
one  of  the  incorporators  of  the  plaintiff  company,  a  pro- 
posal was  made  that  if  plaintiff  would  surrender  its  charter 
all  of  the  expenses  incurred  would  be  paid ;  that  the  machinery 
and  supplies  contracted  for,  or  purchased,  would  be  paid  for 
and  taken  by  defend  [167]  ants,  even  if  the  same  were 
worthless  and  had  to  be  destroyed,  and  ^'  that  if  such  person 
would  not  proceed  further  with  the  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco 
Company  defendants  would  give  him  a  place,  the  income  of 
whidi  would  exceed  $10,000  a  year."  That  false  and  unjust 
statements  were  circulated  by  defendants,  in  regard  to  plain- 
tiff, its  business  and  goods,  among  others  '^  that  defendant 
American  Tobacco  Company  had  failed  to  kill  the  Wells- 
Whitehead  Tobacco  Company,  and  that,  as  a  last  resort,  it 
had  organized  the  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Company,  with 
which  to  fight  the  Wells- Whitehead  Tobacco  Company." 
That,  notwithstanding  these,  and  other,  wrongful  acts  of 
the  defendants,  the  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Company  organ- 
ized, and  that  by  reason  of  the  large  sums  of  money  and  the 
great  amount  of  energy  expended  by  plaintiff  in  advertising, 
introducing,  and  establishing  a  market  for  the  sale  of 
"  White  Roll "  cigarettes,  coupled  with  the  superior  quality 
of  the  same,  and  that  they  were  in  favor  with  the  consimiers 
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of  cigarettes,  that  the  brand  of  ^  White  Boll "  cigarettes  was 
on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1907,  of  large  value,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  $150,000.  That  the  business  of  plaintiff  in  its  south- 
ern territory,  by  reason  of  the  large  and  well-established 
reputation  and  demand  for  certain  of  its  brands,  its  business 
connection  with  jobbers,  merchants,  and  others,  the  tfaorou^ 
way  in  which  its  goods  were  advertised  and  established,  was 
valuable  as  property  and  was  worth  in  the  market  $250,000. 
^^  That  by  reason  of  its  energy  and  business  judgment,  the 
superior  quality  of  its  goods,  etc,  the  demand  for  plaintiff^s 
goods  increased  until  the  summer  of  1907  and,  but  for  the 
unfair  and  unlawful  methods  adopted  by  defendants,  and  the 
unfair  and  unlawful  acts  of  their  officers'  agents  and  em- 
ploy^, plaintiff's  business  would  have  grown  and  increased 
from  year  to  year."  That  in  1906  plaintiff's  business  in- 
creased largely  over  that  of  the  preceding  year,  and  that 
plaintiff  was  shipping  its  goods  into  a  number  of  states  of 
the  Union. 

Plaintiff  alleges:  That,  during  the  years  named,  defend- 
ants, by  the  means  aforesaid  and  other  means,  such  as  main- 
taining a  close  watch  and  espionage  upon  plaintiff's  ship- 
ments, maintaining  a  system  of  spies  upon  such  shipments 
from  the  depot  at  Wilson,  N.  C.,  and  communicating  same 
to  the  defendant's  officers,  both  in  New  York  and  Wilscm, 
sending  their  representatives  to  different  customers  of  plain- 
tiff, and  by  threats,  promises,  and  inducements,  many  of 
plaintiff's  customers  were  unlawfully  and  unfairly  taken 
from  them.  That  this  systematic  espionage  upon  and  inter- 
ference with  plaintiff's  business  continued  until  it  was  com- 
pelled to  move  to  Norfolk,  Va.,  to  escape  the  same. 

Plaintiff  sets  forth,  among  others,  the  following  means 
resorted  to  by  defendants  to  interfere  with  and  restrain  their 
trade:  Using  coupons  in  an  unfair  manner;  selling  cigarettes 
at,  and  below,  the  cost  of  production;  paying  jobbers  extra 
discounts  in  territory  where  plaintiff's  cigarettes  were  selling 
well ;  giving  jobbeps  and  dealers  free  goods  to  induce  them 
to  press  the  sale  of  their  goods,  as  against  plaintiff's  goods^ 
and  by  requiring  dealers  not  to  handle  plaintiff's  goods;  by 
interfering  with  the  labor  of  independent  manufacturers; 
by  making  jobbers  and  dealers  afraid  to  keep  exposed  to 
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view  or  on  their  shelyes,  [168]  where  they  could  be  seen,  the 
goods  of  plaintiff  for  feax  the  American  Tobacco  Company 
would  injure  the  business  of  such  dealer  or  jobber;  by  mak- 
ing jobbers  and  dealers  afraid  to  advertise  plaintiff's  goods; 
by  the  refusal  of  the  American  Tobacco  Company  to  sell 
to  and  by  purposely  delaying  the  shipment  and  delivery  of 
goods  ordered  by  jobbers  and  dealers  who  sold,  or  advertised, 
the  goods  of  plaintiff. 

Plaintiff,  in  addition  to  the  foregoing,  allies  specifically: 
That,  during  the  year  1905,  it  received  a  proposition  from  a 
cigarette  dealer  in  China  to  manufacture,  for  him,  a  large 
number  of  cigarettes  for  the  Chinese  trade.  That  plaintiff 
made  for  said  customer  a  large  order  for  cigarettes,  which 
were  shipped  as  directed,  accepted,  and  paid  for.  That  said 
order  promised  to  furnish  a  market  for  at  least  7,000,000 
cigarettes  a  month.  That  the  vice  president  of  defendant, 
by  means  of  the  espionage  aforesaid,  ascertained  that  plain- 
tiff had  received  said  order  and  made  said  shipment  and 
immediately  communicated  with  one  of  its  employes,  giving 
him  directions  to  ''ascertain  to  what  port  these  goods  were 
shipped  and  the  name  of  the  consignee.  If  you  cannot  learn 
the  name,  perhaps  you  can  find  out  the  markings  on  the 
case" — concluding:  "A  car  load  means  to  us  about  five  mil- 
lion cigarettes.  If  we  get  this  information  I  think  we  can 
shut  off  tjieir  market.''  That  this  information  was  obtained 
and  the  market  was  ''shut  off"  to  plaintiff's  great  damage. 
Finally,  plaintiff  alleges:  That  defendant  W.  M.  Carter  was 
in  the  employment  of  defendant  American  Tobacco  Com- 
pany for  some  time  prior  to  the  year  1909.  That  durii^  the 
year  1908  he  proposed  to  take  a  block  of  stock  in  plaintiff 
company,  representing  that  he  was  an  expert  salesman  and 
was  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  cigarette  trade  and  could 
sell  large  quantities  of  plaintiff's  goods.  That  plaintiff's 
officers  accepted  the  proposition  of  defendant  Carter,  and  he 
took  30  shares  of  its  stock  and  was  made  manager  of  plain- 
tiff's sales  department  and  entered  upon  his  duties  during 
the  month  of  February,  1909,  and  continued  to  draw  his 
salary  until  October  1,  1909.  That,  after  becoming  manager 
of  plaintiff's  sales  department,  "he  purposely  and  willfully 
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so  managed  the  sales  department  of  said  business  as  to 
greatly  decrease  and  injure  the  business  of  said  company. 
He  transferred  salesmen  from  territory  in  which  they  were 
acquainted  and  were  selling  goods  to  other  territory  in  which 
they  were  strangers,''  etc.  Plaintiff  alleges  many  other 
wrongful  and  injurious  acts  of  defendant  W.  M.  Carter,  all 
of  which  it  avers  injured  its  business.  "  That  from  various 
facts  and  circimistances,  plaintiffs  have  reason  to  believe,  and 
therefore  allege,  that  the  said  W.  M.  Carter  was  working 
in  the  interest  of  and  carrying  out  the  plans  and  scheme 
of  the  defendant  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  while  he 
was  drawing  a  salary  from  the  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Com- 
pany, and  that  his  conduct  and  work,  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint  herein,  was  the  work  and  acts  of  the  defendants,  and 
had  for  their  purpose  the  injury  and  destruction  of  Ware- 
Ejamer  .Tobacco  Company  and  its  elimination  as  a  competi- 
tor of  the  defendant.  ♦  ♦  ♦  That  the  various  acts  and 
doings  of  the  said  W.  M.  Carter,  as  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint herein,  were  done  and  performed  in  pursuance  of 
an  agreement  and  conspiracy  entered  into  by  all  the  de- 
[169]fendants  herein  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  and  de- 
stroying the  business  of  the  plaintiff  War&-Kramer  Tobacco 
Company." 

Before  proceeding  to  assign  this  allegation  to  its  place 
in  the  list  of  plaintiff's  grievances,  it  is  proper  to  note  de- 
fendants' contention  that  the  matter  is  not  sufficientiv 
alleged  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  procedure  in  this  state.  The  code  (Revisal  1905, 
§  489)  prescribes  that  matter  must  be  alleged  either  as  of 
the  plaintiff's  knowledge,  or  "  upon  information  and  belief," 
and  the  form  of  verification  makes  the  distinction  between 
matter  alleged  of  his  own  knowledge  which  he  avers  to  be 
true  and  matter  alleged  upon  "  information  and  belief " 
which  he  avers  that  "  he  believes  to  be  true."  While  the 
language  used  is  not  so  clear  as  it  should  be,  it  would  seem 
that  the  plaintiff  intends  to  allege  that  it  has  information — 
"it  has  reason  to  believe,"  and  therefore  "alleges."  This, 
reasonably  interpreted,  means  that  the  allegation  is  upon 
"  information  and  belief."    If,  however,  this  paragraph  be 
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eliminated,  the  next  succeeding  one  has  no  limitation,  but 
expressly  alleges  that  defendants  were  in  a  conspiracy  to 
injure  and  destroy  plaintiif's  business  by  the  means  set  out. 
It  is  doubtful  whether  the  first  paragraph  contains  any 
allegation  affecting  any  of  the  defendants  other  than  W.  M. 
Carter.  There  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  language  of  the  next. 
Conceding  all  that  is  claimed  by  defendants,  in  regard  to 
what  is  fair  competition  in  business,  the  limits  of  which 
have  not  been  very  definitely  fixed,  it  is  clear  that,  eliminat- 
ing all  doubtful  averments,  sufficient  allegation  remains, 
admitted  by  the  demurrer,  to  place  the  acts  of  the  defendants 
beyond  the  limits  of  fair  competition.  It  would  seem  that 
the  language  of  Judge  Shelby  in  People^a  Tobacco  Co.  v. 
American  Tobacco  Co,,  supra^  in  this  connection,  is  appro- 
priate : 

"It  Is  aUeged  that  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  Interstate  trade,  or 
business,  such  as  that  engaged  in  by  the  defendant  companies,  and 
that  the  described  acts  of  the  defendants  were  done  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  monopoly  and  destroying  the  business  of  the  plaintiff. 
It  Is  further  alleged  that,  by  such  conspiracies  and  combinations  of 
the  defendants,  and  by  their  effort  to  obtain  a  monopoly,  the  business 
of  the  plaintiff  was  injured  greatly,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  dam- 
aged (in  a  large  amount).  *  *  *  If  the  averments  are  true — 
and  the  exception  of  no  cause  of  action  admits  them  to  be  true — the 
defendants  are  guilty  of  the  misdemeanors  charged  in  the  first  and 
second  section  of  the  act,  and  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  in  its 
business  or  property  within  the  meaning  of  the  second  section." 

Here  the  plaintiff  alleges  that,  by  the  means  set  out,  it 
had  built  up  a  valuable  business,  interstate  trade,  and  that 
this  business  has  been  destroyed,  and  its  property  is  in  the 
hands  of  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy.  Certainly,  if  these  allega- 
tions are  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  jury,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  Ware- 
Kramer  Tobacco  Company  has  been  injured  in  its  "  business 
and  property."  It  requires  no  argument  to  show  that  the 
course  6f  conduct  pursued  by  defendants  towards  the  Ware- 
Kramer  Tobacco  Company  from  the  moment  it3  projectors 
conceived  the  idea  of  bringing  it  into  corporate  existence, 
through  its  struggle  to  take  upon  itself  the  form  and  features 
of  organic  life,  and  while,  in  defiance  of  the  efforts  of  de- 
fendants to  throttle  its  activities,  it  maintained  an  existence 
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with  [170]  promise  of  success,  were  calculated  and  intended 
not  only  to  restrain  but  to  destroy  it.  While  it  may  be  that 
some  one  or  more  of  the  ^^  things  done,"  as  set  out  in  the 
complaint,  were  in  and  of  themselves  within  the  limits  of 
^'  fair  competition,"  they  are,  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Holmes, 
'^  bound  together  as  the  parts  of  a  single  whole.  The  plan 
may  make  the  parts  unlawful."  No  argument  is  required 
to  show  that  the  scheme  was  intended  to  restrain  the  inter- 
state trade  of  plaintiff,  and  that  it  ^^  brought  that  result  to 
pass."  While  it  is  true  that  "  fair  competition  is  the  life  of 
trade,"  it  is  equally  true  that  ^^  unfair  and  excessive  com- 
petition" is  dehih  to  trade — of  all  competition — followed 
by  the  establishment  of  "monopoly,"  which  my  Lord  Coke 
defines  to  be: 

"An  institution  or  allowance  to  any  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic 
or  Incorporate,  of  or  tor  the  sole  buying,  selling,  making,  working  or 
using  anything,  whereby  any  person,  or  persons,  bodies  politic  or 
corporate  are  sought  to  be  constrained  of  any  freedom  or  liberty  that 
they  had  before,  or  hindered  In  their  lawful  trade." 

And  which  our  Constitution,  from  1776  to  the  present 
day,  declares  to  be  "contrary  to  the  genius  of  a  free  state 
and  ought  not  to  be  allowed."    Const  N.  C.  art.  1,  §  31. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  and  defendants  allowed 
60  days  from  June  16, 1910,  to  file  answers. 


[116]   VIRTUE  ET  AL.  v,  CREAMERY  PACKAGE 

MFG.  CO.  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Ck>nrt  of  Appeals,  Blghth  Circuit    March  23,  1910.) 

[179  Fed.  Rep.,  116.] 

Monopolies  (5  17) — Contbacts  in  Restraint  or  Trade — Federal 
Anti-Trust  Law. — A  contract  by  which  a  manufacturing  company, 
whose  products  are  sold  In  interstate  commerce,  makes  another 
sole  agent  for  the  sale  of  its  products,  is  not  in  violation  of  Sherman 
Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890.  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Oomp.  St 
1901,  p.  3200),  as  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce;  its 
effect  on  such  commerce,  if  any,  being  indirect  and  incidental.^* 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  §  17.] 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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Monopolies  (I  21) — Suit  fob  Infrinoemeiit — Right  to  Maintain. — 
That  the  owner  of  a  patent  is  a  party  to  an  illegal  combination  In 
restraint  of  trade  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  sue  for 
infringement  of  his  patent 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  f  21.] 
Rights  and  liabilities  of  parties  contracting  with  trusts  or  combi- 
nations in  restraint  of  trade,  see  note  to  Chicago  Wall  Paper  Mills 
V.  General  Paper  Co.,  78  C.  C.  A.  612.] 

Monopolies  (I  28) — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Trade — ^Action 
FOB  Damages. — Evidence  held  insufficient  to  establish  a  combination 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce  between 
two  defendants,  each  of  whom  brought  a  suit  against  plaintiff  for 
infringement  of  a  different  patent,  which  would  sustain  an  action  by 
pl/fintiff  for  treble  damages  under  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act,  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  f  7,  26  Stat.  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202). 
[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec.  Dig.  f  2S.1 

Libel  and  Slandeb  (f  182) — ^Titlb — ^Thbeatening  Suits  fob  Infbinob- 
ment  of  Patent. — ^The  owner  of  a  patent  may  lawfully  notify  in- 
fringers, or  persons  believed  to  be  such,  of  his  claims,  and  warn 
them  that  suit  will  be  brought  to  protect  his  legal  rights,  where  he 
acts  in  good  faith. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Ldbel  and  Slander,  Dec.  Dig.  f 
132.1 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Minnesota. 

Action  by  Dennis  E.  Virtue  and  the  Owatonna  Fanning 
Mill  Company  against  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing 
Company,  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company,  and 
Frank  La  Bare.  Judgment  for  defendants,  and  plaintiffs 
bring  error.    Affirmed. 

Harlan  E.  Leach  {Charles  /.  Reigard  and  James  F.  Wil- 
liamson,  on  the  brief),  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Emanuel  Cohen  {John  B,  Atwater  and  Frank  W.  ShaWj 
on  the  brief),  for  defendant  in  error  Creamery  Package 
Mfg.  Co. 

A.  C.  Paul  {W.A,  Sperry^  on  the  brief),  for  defendants  in 
error  Owatonna  Mfg.  Co.  and  La  Bare. 

Before  Sanborn  and  Adams,  Circuit  Judges,  and  Sineb, 
District  Judge. 

10870**— a  Doc.  Ul,  02-1,  vol  3 51 
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[116]  KrNER,  District  Judge. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  were  plaintiffs  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
the  defendants  in  error  were  defendants  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  will  be  hereafter  referred  to  as  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants, respectively.  This  was  an  action  at  law  to  recover 
treble  damages  under  the  seventh  section  of  Act  Cong.  July 
2,  1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202). 
The  court  below  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  for  the  reason  that  the  damages 
alleged  in  the  complaint  were  not  such  damages  as  were  con- 
templated by  the  act  of  Congress  just  mentioned. 

The  plaintiffs  were  engaged  in  the  business  of  manufac- 
turing combined  chums  and  butter  workers  at  Owatonna, 
Minn.,  and  from  there  shipping  and  selling  them  in  Min- 
nesota and  in  other  states.  The  defendant  the  Creamery 
Package  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  Illinois,  was  also  engaged  in  manufactur- 
ing and  selling  throughout  the  United  States  all  kinds  of 
dairy  and  creamery  supplies  and  installing  in  creameries 
complete  creamery  outfits.  The  defendant  the  Owatonna 
Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under 
the  laws  of  Minnesota,  was  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
combined  chums  and  butter  workers.  The  defendant  La 
Bare  was  president  of  the  last-named  corporation.  The 
product  of  its  plant  was  sold  throughout  the  different  states 
of  the  United  States  by  the  defendant  the  Creamery  Package 
Manufacturing  Company,  pursuant  to  a  contract  hereafter 
referred  to. 

The  record  discloses  that  on  the  2d  of  October,  1898,  by 
an  instrument  in  writing,  Reuben  B.  Disbrow  and  Darius 
W.  Payne,  then  owners  of  letters  patent  numbered  490,105, 
for  a  consideration,  assigned  said  patent  and  the  exclusive 
right  to  manufacture  and  sell  throughout  the  United  States 
and  territories  the  Disbrow  combined  chum  and  butter 
worker  covered  by  the  patent,  and  also  ^^  all  subsequent  pat- 
ents for  improvements  that  may  be  made  to  it  to  the  Owa- 
tonna Manufacturing  Company";  that  thereafter  the  Dis- 
brow Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  Minnesota,  Reuben  B.  Disbrow  being  its 
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president  and  Darius  W.  Payne  its  secretary,  began  the 
manufacture  of  certain  chums  called  the  Winner  or  New 
Disbrow.  The  defendant  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing 
Company  claimed  that  this  churn  was  being  manufactured 
under  improvements  which  were  patented  by  Beuben  B. 
Disbrow  after  the  1893  agreement,  and  therefore  belonged 
to  the  Owatonna  Company  as  subsequent  patents  for  im- 
provements. At  this  time  the  defendant  the  Creamery 
Company  had  a  contract,  made  in  October,  1896,  with  the 
Disbrow  Company  for  the  sale  of  the  winner  churn.  It  had 
also  advanced  money  to  the  Disbrow  Company  and  held  a 
mortgage  upon  its  plant  for  $800. 

Litigation  arose  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  the  parties 
under  the  agreement  of  1893,  and  several  suits  were  pending 
in  relation  thereto,  when,  in  April,  1897,  a  settlement 
was  effected  by  the  execution  of  four  instruments.  One 
was  a  contract  between  the  Disbrow  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany and  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company,  in 
and  by  which  the  rights  of  all  parties  under  the  October, 
1898,  agreement  were  mutually  released,  the  suits  were  set- 
tled, and  the  Disbrows  sold  their  patents,  machines,  tools, 
and  patterns  to  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company, 
and  retired  from  the  churn  business  during  the  life  of  the 
[117]  patents.  Another  was  an  assignment  of  the  Disbrow 
patents.  A  third  was  a  contract  between  the  Owatonna 
Manufacturing  Company  and  the  Creamery  Package  Manu- 
f acturiiig  Company,  by  which  the  Creamery  Package  Manu- 
facturing Company  was  made  sales  agent  for  all  the  chums 
manufactured  by  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company. 
The  fourth  was  a  contract  between  the  Disbrow  Manufac- 
turing Company  and  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing 
Company,  whereby  the  agreement  of  October,  1896,  between 
these  parties  was  released  and  discharged  and  the  mortgage 
on  the  plant  of  the  Disbrow  Manufacturing  Company  was 
satisfied,  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Company 
agreeing  to  pay  to  the  Disbrows  royalties  thereafter  falling 
due  from  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company.  These 
four  contracts  were  executed  at  the  same  time,  and,  as 
shown  by  the  recitals,  were  part  of  a  single  transaction. 
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The  purpose  of  these  instruments,  as  disclosed  by  the  instru- 
ments themselves,  was  to  settle  pending  litigation  and  all 
matters  concerning  which  the  parties  were  at  variance,  and 
to  cause  the  Disbrow  Company  to  discontinue  the  manufac- 
ture of  chums  under  the  patents,  which  the  Owatonna  Manu- 
facturing Company  insisted  belonged  to  it. 

February  24,  1898,  the  defendant  the  Creamery  Package 
Manufacturing  Company  and  its  stockholders  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  a  number  of  other  concerns  and  persons 
engaged  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  com- 
bined chums  and  butter  workers  and  other  creamery  sup- 
plies. The  purpose  of  this  agreement,  as  stated  by  counsel 
for  the  defendant  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing 
Company  in  their  brief,  ^'  was  to  advance  the  business  inter- 
ests of  the  different  parties  by  settling  and  avoiding  litiga* 
tion  pending  and  apprehended  and  by  terminating  unreason- 
able and  ruinous  competition."  The  defendant  the  Owa- 
tonna Manufacturing  Company  was  not  a  party  to  this 
agreement,  and,  so  far  as  the  record  shows,  was  not  responsi- 
ble for  any  act  of  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing 
Company  in  carrying  out  its  provisions.  The  only  connec- 
tion it  had  with  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany was  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  its  contract  of  April 
19,  1897,  with  that  company.  That  contract  was  not  a  con- 
tract in  restraint  of  trade,  nor  was  it  an  attempt  to  create 
a  monopoly.    As  suggested  by  the  trial  court: 

"  It  was  merely  a  contract  making  the  Creamery  Package  Manu- 
facturing Ck)mi>any  the  sales  agent  of  the  Owatonna  Mannfactorlng 
Company." 

Even  if  it  can  be  said  that  it  incidentally  or  indirectly 
tended  to  restrain  competition  by  giving  the  Creamery  Pack- 
age Manufacturing  Company  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  its 
product,  it  would  not  violate  the  statute.  As  said  by  Judge 
Sanborn  in  Union  PaciHc  Coal  Company  v.  United  States^ 
178  Fed.  737,  97  G  C.  A.  581: 


** 


If  the  necessary  effect  of  a  combination  to  engage  in  or  conduct 
interstate  or  international  commerce  is  but  incidentally  and  indirectly 
to  restrict  competition  therein,  while  its  chief  result  is  to  foster  the 
trade  and  to  increase  the  business  of  those  who  make  and  operate  lt» 
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It  does  not  fall  nnder  the  ban  of  this  law."  Hopkins  y.  United  States, 
171  U.  S.  578, 19  Sup.  Gt  40,  43  L.  Ed.  290 ;  Anderson  v.  United  States, 
171  U.  S.  604,  19  Sup.  Ot  60,  43  L.  Ed.  300 ;  United  States  v.  Joint 
Traffic  Association,  171  U.  S.  505,  19  Sup.  Ot  25,  43  L.  Ed.  259; 
Addyston  Pipe  d  Steel  Company  v.  United  States,  175  U.  S.  [118]  211, 
20  Sup.  Gt  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136 ;  Whitwell  v.  Continental  Tobacco  Com- 
pany,  12S  Fed.  464,  60  G.  G.  A.  290,  64  L.  R.  A.  689,  and  cases  there 
dted. 

The  record  shows  that  the  Creamery  Package  Manufac- 
turing Company  was  the  assignee  of  three  certain  patents, 
numbered  respectively  539,571,  565,720,  and  600,168 ;  that  the 
Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company  was  the  owner  of  an- 
other patent,  numbered  585,100,  for  new  and  useful  improve- 
ments in  combined  churns  and  butter  workers;  that  on  the 
16th  of  July,  1904,  these  two  defendants  brought  inde- 
pendent suits  against  the  plaintiffs  for  infringements  of  their 
patents.  In  the  case  of  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany's patent,  the  patent  was  decreed  to  be  void  for  lack  of 
invention  in  view  of  the  prior  art.  In  the  case  of  the  Cream- 
ery Package  Manufacturing  Company's  patents  it  was  de- 
creed that  it  was  the  owner  of  the  patents  sued  on,  and  that 
the  patents  had  been  infringed  by  the  plaintiffs,  an  injunc- 
tion was  issued,  and  the  case  referred  to  a  master  for  an  ac- 
counting. It  is  upon  the  prosecution  of  these  two  patent 
suits  that  the  plaintiffs  base  their  right  of  action.  They  in- 
sist that  their  business  and  the  property  used  in  connection 
therewith  was  injured,  and  their  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce destroyed,  first,  by  the  prosecution  by  the  two  defend- 
ants against  the  plaintiffs  of  these  two  separate  patent  in- 
fringement suits;  and,  second,  by  the  defendants  circulating 
among  the  agents,  users,  purchasers,  and  prospective  pur- 
chasers of  their  product,  located  in  different  states,  reports 
and  statements  to  the  effect  that  the  combined  chums  and 
butter  workers  were  infringements  of  patents  owned  and 
controlled  by  the  defendants. 

As  already  indicated,  we  do  not  think  the  contract  between 
the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company  and  the  Creamery 
Package  Manufacturing  Company,  giving  the  Creamery 
Company  the  exclusive  sale  of  the  Manufacturing  Company's 
output,  tended  to  suppress  competition.    The  Manufacturing 
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Company  had  the  right  to  select  its  customers,  and  to  sell 
and  to  refuse  to  sell  to  whomsoever  it  chose  (Whitwell  v. 
Continental  Tobacco  Company^  125  Fed.  4M,  60  C.  C.  A. 
290,  64  L.  R.  A.  689) ,  and  the  provision  making  the  Creamery 
Company  its  sole  sales  agent  was  a  usual  and  reasonable 
method  of  providing  for  the  disposition  of  its  product.  The 
effect  of  this  contract,  if,  indeed,  it  had  any  effect,  upon  in- 
terstate or  international  commerce,  was  only  incidental  and 
indirect.  The  sole  purpose  of  the  contract,  as  we  view  it, 
was  to  settle  pending  and  threatened  litigation,  and  to  secure 
to  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company  the  right  to  manu- 
facture and  dispose  of  its  product  under  certain  patents, 
and  to  foster  its  trade  and  increase  its  business.  In  order  to 
condemn  an  agreement  as  void  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1890, 
its  dominant  purpose  must  be  an  interference  with  interstate 
or  international  commerce.  Cincinnati^  etc.^  Packet  Company 
V.  Bay,  200  U.  S.  179,  26  Sup.  Ct.  208,  50  L.  Ed.  428.  The 
same  is  true  of  the  agreement  between  the  same  parties  of 
June  4,  1898,  which  was  an.  agreement  for  the  settlement  of 
certain  litigation,  and  provided  that  the  Owatonna  Manufac- 
turing Company  should  have  the  right  to  manufacture  55 
per  cent  of  the  total  yearly  sales  made  by  the  Creamery  Com- 
pany or  be  compensated  in  damages.  This  contract  was 
merely  supplemental  to  the  contract  of  April  19, 1897,  which 
contained  no  provision  as  to  the  amount  of  sales  of  the 
[119]  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company's  product  should 
be  made  by  the  Creamery  Company,  and  this  omission  was 
supplied  by  this  contract.  Its  only  effect  was  to  foster  the  in- 
terests of  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company,  and  did 
not  affect  competition. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  the  disposition  of  this  case  to  deter- 
mine the  question  whether  or  not  the  contract  of  February 
24,  1898,  between  the  Creamery  Manufacturing  Company 
and  other  concerns  and  individuals,  to  which  the  Owatonna 
Manufacturing  Company  was  not  a  party,  violated  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  Congress.  We  may  assume,  however, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  without  deciding  the  question, 
that  it  was  a  contract  in  violation  of  the  statute.  We  then 
have  a  case  where  two  suits  are  brought,  one  by  a  party  to 
a  lawful  agreement,  the  other  by  «  party  to  an  unlawful 
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agreement,  for  the  infringement  of  patents  owned  by  them 

respectively,  and  where  both  parties  were  doing  nothing 

more  than  exercising  their  legal  ri^ts.    The  mere  fact  that 

the    Creamery   Package   Manufacturing   Company   was   a 

party  to  an  unlawful  combination  would  not  deprive  it  of 

the  right  to  sue  and  recover  damages  against  an  infringer 

of  patents  owned  by  it,  or  to  bring  suit  if  it  believed  the 

patents  were  being  infringed.     As  was  said  in  StraU  v. 

National  Harrow  Company  (C.  C.)  61  Fed.  819,  the  owner 

of  a  patent  having  a  right  to  bring  suit  for  its  infringement: 

''The  motive  which  prompts  him  to  sue  is  not  open  to  Judicial  in- 
quiry, because,  havlag  a  legal  right  to  sue,  It  is  Immaterial  whether 
hlB  motives  are  0ood  or  bad,  and  he  is  not  reQQlred  to  give  his  reasons 
for  the  attempt  to  assert  his  legal  rlghta"  Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer 
Pipe  Company,  184  U.  S.  540,  22  Sup.  Ct  431,  46  L.  Bd.  679,  and 
cases  there  cited. 

As  suggested  by  the  Circuit  Court: 

"There  Is  no  evidence  which  would  justify  a  jury  finding  that 
the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company  entered  into  any  agreement 
or  contract  with  any  one  that  was  in  violation  of  either  section  1 
or  section  2  of  the  act,  so  that  the  Creamery  Package  Manuftictaring 
Company  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  the  failure  of  the  Owatonna 
Manufacturing  Company  to  maintain  its  action,  and  it  cannot  be 
held  re^onsible,  although  it  may  have  entered  into  an  unlawful 
conspiracy  with  other  persons,  for  It  has  not  entered  Into  any  such 
conspiracy  with  the  Owatonna  Manufacturing  Company." 

The  contract  of  February  24,  1898,  between  the  Creamery 
Company  and  other  concerns  and  individuals,  contained  no 
provision  for  the  bringing  of  actions  against  alleged  in- 
fringers of  its  patents  for  the  purpose  of  driving  them  out 
of  business,  and  there  was  certainly  nothing  of  the  kind  in 
any  of  the  contracts  made  and  entered  into  between  the  de- 
fendants. The  mere  fact  that  the  two  infringement  suits 
were  brought  upon  the  same  day  and  the  defendants  were 
represented  by  the  same  counsel  does  not  show,  or  even  tend 
to  show,  that  they  were  brought  for  any  purpose  other  than 
the  enforcement  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  owners  of  the 
patents.  It  falls  far  short,  it  seems  to  us,  of  establishing  an 
agreement  or  conspiracy  between  the  defendants  to  bring 
these  suits  at  the  same  time  for  the  purpose  of  driving  the 
plaintiffs  out  of  business,  and  after  a  patient  and  thorough 
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examination  of  the  record  we  think  the  Circuit  Court  was 
fully  justified  in  holding  that  there  was  no  evidence  offered 
at  the  trial  ^^  which  would  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that 
any  agreement  of  that  kind  existed." 

[120]  As  a  second  basis  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  the 
plaintiffs  contend  that  the  defendants  circulated  among  the 
agents,  users,  purchasers,  and  prospective  purchasers  of  the 
chums  of  the  plaintiffs,  located  in  different  states,  reports 
and  statements  that  the  combined  churns  and  butter  workers 
sold  by  the  plaintiffs  were  infringements  of  the  Disbrow 
patents  owned  or  controlled  by  the  defendants,  and  that 
they  threatened  to  bring  suits  against  the  users  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' chum.  That  the  owner  of  a  patent  may  notify  in* 
fringers  of  his  claims,  and  warn  them  that,  unless  they 
desist,  suits  will  be  brought  to  protect  him  in  his  legal  rights, 
is  sustained  by  niimerous  decisions.  KeUey  v.  YpsUanti  Dress 
Stay  ManufacPuring  Co.  (C.  C.)  44  Fed.  19,  10  L.  R.  A. 
686;  Computing  Scale  Company  v.  National  Computing 
Scale  Company  (C.  C.)  79  Fed.  962;  Farquhar  Company  v. 
National  Harrov)  Company^  102  Fed.  714,  42  C.  C.  A.  600, 
49  L.  R.  A.  755 ;  Adriance^  Piatt  <&  Co,  v.  National  Harrow 
Company^  121  Fed.  827,  58  C.  C.  A.  163 ;  Warren  Feather- 
bone  Company  v.  Landauer  (C.  C.)  161  Fed.  130;  Mitchell 
V.  International^  etc.,  Company  (C.  C.)  169  Fed.  145;  30 
Qyc.  1054. 

The  only  limitation  on  the  right  to  issue  such  warnings 
is  the  requirement  of  good  faith.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
warnings  given  in  this  case  to  show  that  the  letters  or  notices 
were  false,  malicious,  offensive,  or  opprobrious,  or  that  they 
were  used  for  the  willful  purpose  of  inflicting  injury.  In 
such  a  case  it  was  said,  in  KeUey  v.  YpsHantij  supra: 

**  It  would  seem  to  be  an  act  of  prud^ce,  if  not  of  klndneeo,  upon 
the  part  of  a  patoitee,  to  notify  the  pubUc  of  his  invention,  and  to 
warn  persons  dealing  in  the  article  of  the  consequence  of  purchasing 
from  others."  Chase  v.  Tuttle  [0.  0.]  27  Fed.  110;  Boston  Diatite 
Company  v.  Florence  Manufacturing  Company,  114  Mass.  69  [19 
Am.  Rep.  810] ;  Kidd  v.  Horry,  28  Fed.  778. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  indicate  that  any  of  the 
warnings  issued  by  the  defendants  were  made  in  bad  faith, 
and  they  were  promptly  followed  by  the  institution  of  the 
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infringement  suits.  In  issuing  notices  and  warnings  we 
think  the  defendants  were  acting  within  their  legal  rights. 
If  they  had  the  right  to  bring  the  suits,  they  had  the  right 
to  issue  the  warnings.  It  may  be,  and  probably  is,  true 
that  the  pendency  of  these  suits  resulted  in  some  damage  to 
the  plaintiffs  by  lessening  the  sale  of  the  challenged  device; 
but  such  damage  was  an  incident  of  the  suits,  and  cannot 
be  made  the  basis  of  a  recovery. 

The  conclusion  reached  is  that  the  Circuit  Couri  properly 
directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  defeiidants,  and 
the  judgment  is  afGurmed. 


[946]  IN  RE  KITTLE. 

(Oircnit  CJourt,  S.  D.  New  York.    July  23,  1910  ) 

[180  Fed.  Bep.,  946.] 

Gband  Jury  (I  33) — Supervision — Eyidence. — ^Thie  evidence  that 
shall  be  received  before  a  grand  Jury  is  not  subject  to  Judicial 
controL* 

[B3d.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Grand  Jury,  Dec  D»g.  f  33. 
Review  by  trial  court,  of  evidence  given  before  grai»d  Jury,  see 
note  to  McGregor  v.  TJnited  States,  69  C.  O.  A.  488.] 

GBAin>  JiTBT  (1 36) — SuFEBVisiON — WITNESSES. — ^That  a  witness  called 
to  testify  before  a  grand  Jury  is  interrogated  with  reference  to  an 
offense  against  the  Sherman  Act  (Act  July  2,  1890.  c.  647,  26 
Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200]),  which  is  the  subject  of 
a  crime  and  of  an  offense  laid  in  an  existing  indictm .*nt,  does  not 
confer  on  the  witness  a  privilege  to  refuse  to  testify,  is  an  answer 
when  given  is  a  complete  bar  to  the  pending  prosec<iJon,  or  any 
further  prosecution  for  the  offense,  if  it  be  pertinent  to  the  subject- 
matter. 

[Ed.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Grand  Jury,  Dec.  Dig.  f  36.] 

Witnesses  (1304) — Self-Incbiminatino  Testiimony — Privilege  of 
Witness. — ^The  constitutional  privilege  of  a  witness  against  Incriml- 
nation  can  not  be  claimed,  if  all  prosecution  Is  barred  from  the  date 
of  the  testimony,  regardless  of  whether  he  has  been  ii>di(*ted  or  not. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Witnesses,  Dec.  Dig  f  304.) 
« Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Pablisblng  Company. 
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Criminal  I^aw  (I  42) — Privilbob — Immunity — SHERMAf  Act. — ^The 
provision  of  the  act  granting  immunity  to  a  witness  testifying  to 
violations  of  the  Sherman  Act  (Act  July  2,  1800,  c.  617,  26  Stat. 
209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200])  Is  not  retroactive  the  consti 
tutional  guaranty  being  satisfied  by  a  construction  thnc  the  witness 
is  not  subject  to  future  prosecntion  after  giving  his  testimony. 

[E3d.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Criminal  Law,  Cent  Dig.  If 
45-48;  Dec.  Dig.  142.] 

In  the  matter  of  Charles  Kittle.  Petition  to  relieve  peti- 
tioner from  examination.    Denied. 

Joline^  Larkin  and  Rathhone^  for  petitioner. 

Felix  Frankfurter^  Asst.  U.  S.  Dist.  Atty, 

Hand,  District  Judge. 

The  first  point  of  the  petitioner  is  certainly  not  valid. 
I  cannot  say  what  the  purposes  of  the  grand  j  iry  are  in 
this  inquiry.  The  mere  fact  that  the  names  in  each  indict- 
ment are  the  same  is  of  no  consequence  whatever.  The  same 
defendants  may  very  well  have  committed  two  crimes,  even 
two  crimes  against  [947]  the  Sherman  Act  (Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p  3200]). 
Since  the  proceedings  of  the  grand  jury  are  not  open  to 
scrutiny,  and  certainly  will  never  become  so,  sc  far  as  I 
can  lawfully  prevent,  I  cannot  say  that  they  ai'e  about  to 
indict  the  same  defendants  for  the  same  offense  Nor,  even 
if  I  could,  should  I  try  to  interfere  with  their  rroceedings. 
Their  bills  are  at  most  only  accusations,  and  whrn  they  are 
found  the  courts  will  deal  justly  with  the  defendants  and 
prevent  their  being  twice  harried. 

One  purpose  of  the  secrecy  of  the  grand  jury  s  doings  is 
to  insure  against  this  kind  of  judicial  control.  They  are  the 
voice  of  the  community  accusing  its  members,  and  the  only 
protection  from  suph  accusation  is  in  the  conscience  of  that 
tribunal.  Therefore,  except  in  sporadic  and  iil-«'onsidered 
instances,  the  courts  have  never  taken  supervision  over  what 
evidence  shall  come  before  them,  and,  with  certain  not  very 
well-defined  exceptions,  they  remain  what  the  Grand  Assize 
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originally  was,  and  what  the  petit  jury  has  ceased  to  be,  an 
irresponsible  utterance  of  the  community  at  large,  answer- 
able only  to  the  general  body  of  citizens,  from  whom  they 
come  at  random,  and  with  whom  they  are  again  at  once 
merged.  A  court  shows  no  punctilious  respect  for  the  Con- 
stitution in  regulating  their  conduct.  We  took  the  institu- 
tion as  we  found  it  in  our  English  inheritance,  and  he  best 
serves  the  Constitution  who  most  faithfully  follows  its 
historical  significance,  not  he  who  by  a  verbal  pedantry 
tries  a  priori  to  formulate  its  limitations  and  its  extent  So 
much  for  the  first  point. 

The  second  point  is  of  the  scope  of  the  inununity  clause 
in  the  Sherman  act.  The  argument  is  that,  since  the  im- 
munity prescribed  by  the  act  includes  prosecution,  it  is  too 
late  to  question  any  one  after  he  has  been  indicted,  because 
part  of  the  consideration  for  his  testimony  has  already  been 
taken  from  him.  All  this  rests  upon  the  assumption  that  I 
must  infer  that  the  present  inquiry  relates  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  present  indictment,  and  that  I  should  not  have 
the  right  to  do  till  the  questions  were  asked.  However,  as 
in  all  probability  they  do  relate  to  that  subject-matter,  I 
may  as  well  dispose  of  it  now,  though  out  of  order,  and  so 
obviate  at  least  some  of  the  constant  recourse  to  the  court. 
Therefore  I  shall  assume  that  the  inquiry  is  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  some  crime,  and,  indeed,  of  the  crime  laid  in  the 
existing  indictment.  When  so  questioned,  the  witness  must 
answer.  Brown  v.  Walker^  161  U.  S.  691,  16  Sup.  Ct.  644, 
40  L.  Ed.  819.  And,  when  given,  his  answer  will  thereafter 
protect  him  from  further  prosecution.  It  will  be  a  good 
bar  to  this  very  pending  prosecution,  if  it  be  pertinent  to 
the  subject-matter. 

The  petitioner's  theory  goes  further  than  this,  and  requires 
that  the  government  should  elect  at  the  outset  whether  the 
person  is  to  be  witness  or  defendant,  and,  having  once 
elected,  that  it  should  remain  consistent.  We  must  remember 
at  the  outset  that  the  question  raised  has  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  the  constitutional  privilege  against  incrimination, 
because  that  privilege  could  not  be  claimed,  if  all  prosecution 
were  barred  from  the  date  of  the  testimony  {Brown  v. 
Walker,  161  U.  S.  691,  16  Sup.  Ct  644,  40  L.  Ed.  819),  re- 
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gardless  of  whether  the  witness  had  already  been  indicted 
or  not.  The  only  necessary  pro[948]tection  is  that  by  no 
peradventure  could  the  disclosure  result  in  conviction  (Mr. 
Justice  Day,  obiter,  in  Heike  v.  United  States^  217  U.  S- 
426,  431,  30  Sup.  Ct.  439,  54  L.  Ed.  821),  and  to  provide 
against  that  possibility  it  was  enough  to  forbid  any  future 
criminal  proceedings  as  soon  as  the  testimony  came  out. 
-  The  question  is,  therefore,  of  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
not  of  the  scope  of  the  Constitution.  Is  there  any  ground  for 
saying  that  the  bargain  with  the  witness  is,  as  it  were, 
retroactive,  so  that  he  cannot  get  his  quid  pro  quo  by  testi- 
fying, if  he  has  already  been  indicted!  I  think  not.  As  I 
have  said,  the  statute  would  be  constitutionally  broad  enough, 
if  it  forbade  any  future  prosecution,  and  its  scope  is  fairly 
inferable  from  its  purpose.  As  the  purpose  was  cmly  to 
compel  such  testimony,  and  the  Constitution  was  satisfied 
by  the  more  limited  construction,  the  fairer  interpretation 
of  the  will  of  Congress  is  that  it  went  no  further  than  it  had 
to  go,  and  that  they  meant  to  give  only  a  future  immunity. 
No  one  has  found  any  authority  upon  the  question,  but  I 
think  there  can  be  small  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  this 
construction. 

The  petition  is  denied,  and  the  petitioner  directed  to  be 
sworn  at  2  o'clock  on  Tuesday,  July  26, 1910. 


[267]  HALE  v.  O'CONNOR  COAL  &  SXJPPLY  CO., 

INC.,  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Ck)urt,  D.  Connecticut.    June  15,  1908.) 

[181  Fed.  Rep.,  267.] 

MONOPOUKS  (i  28) — CoMBmATioNs  IN  Rebtkaint  of  Intebstate 
Commerce — ^Action  fob  Damaobs — Sufficiency  of  Coicflaint. — 
The  complaint,  in  an  action  under  Sberman  Anti-Tmst  Act  July  2, 
1890,  I  7,  c.  647,  26  Btat  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  8202),  to 
recover  damages  for  injuries  to  plalntUfB  businees  caused  by  an 
alleged  combination  and  conspiracy  between  defendants  In  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  and  to  monopolise  sach 
commerce,  considered,  and  held  sufficient  on  demurrer.' 
[Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Dec  Dig-  I  28.] 

•Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  PnbllBhlng 
Company. 
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Action  by  Charles  R.  Hale  against  the  O'Connor  Coal  & 
Supply  Company,  the  Hatch  &  North  Coal  Company,  the 
Hartford  Coal  Company,  W.  C.  Mason  &  Co.,  Incorporated, 
the  Robert  Price  Company,  the  Tunnel  Coal  Company,  Wil- 
liam H.  Foster,  William  W.  Frayer,  and  Mary  E.  Frayer, 
copartners  as  Frayer  &  Foster,  Reinhold  Hakewessell  and 
Grant  U.  Kierstead,  copartners  as  the  City  Coal  Company, 
Albert  D.  Goldberg,  Harris  I.  Sack,  and  John  Sack,  co- 
partners as  the  North  End  Coal  &  Feed  Company,  George 
W.  Newton,  and  Charles  W.  Newton,  copartners  as  Greorge 

W.  Newton  &  Son,  Don  O'Connor,  Albert  P.  Day^  Frederick 
S.   Belden,  Holman  Goldberg,   Isidore  E.  Golaberg,  and 

William  E.  Miller.    On  demurrer  to  complaint.    Overruled. 

The  following  is  the  substantial  part  of  the  complaint : 

hbst  count, 

1.  Since  the  month  of  October,  1903,  the  plaintiff  has  been,  and  stUl 
is,  engaged  in  Interstate  commerce  as  a  retail  coal  dealer  in  said  city 
of  Hartford;  his  business  consisting  of  buying  coal  mined  in  states 
other  than  the  state  of  Connecticut,  causing  said  coal  to  be  brought 
to  said  state  of  Connecticut,  and  seUing  said  coal  ut  retail  In  said 
city  of  Hartford. 

2.  During  the  whole  of  said  time  the  defendants  the  Hatch  &  North 
Coal  Company,  the  Hartford  Coal  Company,  the  Tunnel  Coal  Com- 
pany, Incorporated,  William  H.  Foster,  Mary  E.  Frayer,  Reinhold 
Hakewessell,  Grant  IT.  Kierstead,  Abraham  D.  Goldberg,  Harris  I. 
Sack,  John  Sack,  George  W.  Newton,  Charles  W.  Newton,  Holman 
Goldberg,  Isidore  E.  Goldberg,  and  WUliam  [268]  H.  Miller,  and 
each  of  them,  have  been  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  coal  mined 
in  states  other  than  Connecticut,  causing  said  coal  to  be  brought  Ut 
the  state  of  Connecticut,  and  selling  said  coal  at  retail  in  said  city 
of  Hartford. 

3.  Said  the  Robert  Price  Coal  Company,  Incorporated,  has  been 
engaged  in  said  business  since  about  the  month  of  AprU,  1904,  said  the 
O'Connor  Coal  &  Supply  Company,  Incorporated,  since  October,  1904, 
said  W.  C.  Mason  &  Company,  Incorporated,  since  January,  1906,  and 
said  William  W.  Frayer  since  about  the  month  of  January,  1906. 

4.  Said  William  W.  Frayer  was  engaged  in  said  business  from  Octo- 
ber, 1903,  until  about  the  month  of  January,  190G,  as  agent  and  mana- 
ger for  said  William  H.  Foster  and  Mary  E.  Frayer. 

5.  Said  Robert  Price  was  engaged  in  said  business  from  October, 
1903,  untU  about  the  month  of  AprU,  1904,  and  since  that  time  has 
been,  and  still  is,  the  president  of  said  the  Robert  Price  Coal  Company, 
Incorporated. 
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6.  Said  Don  O'Connor,  since  October,  1004,  has  been,  and  still  Is, 
engaged  in  said  business  as  president  of  said  the  O'Connor  Coal  ft 
Supply  Company,  Incorporated. 

7.  Since  October,  1903,  said  Albert  P.  Day  bas  been,  and  still  Is, 
engaged  in  said  business  as  president  of  said  the  Hatch  &  North  Coal 
Company,  and  said  Frederick  S.  Belden,  as  president  of  said  the  Hart- 
ford Coal  Company. 

8.  At  all  times  since  the  month  of  May,  1904,  until  the  date  of  this 
complaint,  such  of  the  defendants  as  were  engaged  in  the  retail  coal 
business  as  above  set  forth  have  wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and  con- 
trary to  the  act  of  Congress  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  com- 
bined and  conspired  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the 
several  states  with  the  purpose  and  intent  of  preventing  and  restrain- 
ing the  plaintiff  from  purchasing  coal  mined  in  states  other  than  Con- 
necticut, from  causing  coal  to  be  brought  to  said  state  of  Connecticut, 
and  from  selling  coal  in  said  city  of  Hartford. 

9.  In  pursuance  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy,  said  defendants, 
personally  .and  through  their  agents,  have  endeavored,  and  still  en- 
deavor, to  cause  wholesale  dealers  in  coal  in  Connecticut  and  other 
states  to  refuse  to  sell  and  deliver  coal  to  said  plaintiff.  Among  said 
wholesale  dealers  are  the  Benedict  &  Pardee  Company,  Boiedict, 
Downs  &  Co.,  Incorporated,  and  Williams,  Wells  &  Co.,  all  of  New 
Haven,  in  the  state  of  Connecticut,  Percy  Heilner  &  Son,  Madeira, 
Hill  &  Co.,  and  Peale,  Peacock  &  Kerr,  all  of  the  city  and  State  of 
New  York,  Weston,  Dodson  &  Co.  of  Bethlehem  in  the  state  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  the  Connecticut  Coal  Company  and  Frank  Miller  &  Co.. 
both  of  Bridgeport  in  the  state  of  Connecticut 

10.  By  the  said  efforts  of  the  defendants  many  of  said  wholesale  coal 
dealers  were  induced  to  refuse,  and  did  refuse,  to  sell  coal  to  the 
plaintiff,  including  all  the  wholesale  coal  dealers  above  named  except 
said  Frank  Miller  &  Co. 

11.  By  reason  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  acts  of 
the  defendants  above  set  forth,  the  plaintiff  bas  been  at  various  times 
unable  to  secure  coal  to  sell  to  his  customers  in  said  Hartford,  and 
has  thereby  been  prevented  from  making  sales  to  said  customers,  and 
has  wholly  lost  the  profits  which  would  otherwise  have  accrued  from 
such  sales. 

12.  By  reason  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  acts  of 
the  defendants  above  set  forth,  the  plaintiff  has  been  at  various  times 
delayed  in  securing  coal,  and  has  thereby  been  prevented  from  making 
sales  to  his  said  customers  and  has  wholly  lost  the  profits  which  would 
otherwise  have  accrued  from  such  sales. 

13.  By  reason  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  acts  of 
the  defendants  above  set  forth,  the  plaintiff  has  been  at  various  times 
delayed  in  securing  coal,  and  has  by  reason  of  said  delay  been  obliged 
to  pay  for  said  coal  a  price  higher  than  he  would  otherwise  have  paid, 
to  his  great  loss  and  damage. 


HALE  V.  O^OONNOB  OOAIi  A  SUPPLY  00.,  INO.  809 

Statement  of  the  Oaee. 

14.  By  reaflon  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  acts  of 
the  defendants  above  set  forth,  the  plaintiff  has  been  pat  to  great  ex- 
pense and  has  been  compelled  to  spend  much  time  in  securing  coal  to 
Rell  to  his  said  customers  in  said  oity  of  Hartford. 

15.  In  pursuance  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy,  said  defend- 
ants, personally  and  through  their  agents,  have  circulated  in  said  city 
of  Hartford  [269]  false  and  malicious  reports  with  regard  to  the 
financial  condition  of  the  plaintiff,  with  regard  to  his  ability  to  deliver 
coal  to  his  said  customers,  and  with  regard  to  the  quality  of  the  coal 
sold  by  him. 

16.  In  consequence  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants  above  set 
forth,  the  plaintiff  has  lost  many  of  his  said  customers  and  much  of 
his  trade  and  business  and  suffered  great  injury  in  his  business. 

17.  By  reason  of  the  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  act8 
of  the  defendants  above  set  forth,  the  rights  of  the  general  public 
in  said  city  of  Hartford  and  elsewhere  have  been  Injuriously  affected 
and  interstate  commerce  Impeded  and  prevented. 

18.  By  reason  of  the  said  combination  and  conspiracy  and  the 
wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants  above  set  forth,  the  plaintiff  has 
suffered  loss  and  damage  to  the  amount  of  $12,000. 

SBCOND  GOURT. 

1.  Parapraphs  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  first  count  are  hereby 
made  part  of  this  count. 

2.  At  all  times  since  the  month  of  May,  1904,  such  of  said  d^end- 
ants  as  were  engaged  in  the  retail  coal  business  as  above  set  forth, 
wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and  contrary  to  the  act  of  Congress  in  snch 
case  made  and  provided,  have  combined  and  conspired  to  monopolize 
the  trade  and  commerce  in  said  city  of  Hartford  in  coal  mined  in 
states  other  than  the  state  of  Connecticut. 

a  Paragraphs  9.  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  16,  17,  and  18  of  the  first 
count  are  hereby  made  part  of  this  count. 

THIBD  COUNT. 

1.  Paragraphs  i,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  first  coont  are  hereby 
made  part  of  this  count. 

2.  At  all  times  since  the  month  of  May,  1904.  such  of  the  defend- 
ants as  were  engaged  in  the  retail  coal  business  as  above  set  forth 
have  maintained  an  organization  known  as  the  Hartford  Coal  Dealers* 
Bzchange  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  maintaining  the  prices 
for  coal  in  said  Hartford,  and,  because  the  plaintiff  would  not  main- 
tain the  prices  of  coal  charged  by  him  to  his  customers  in  accordance 
with  the  scale  of  prices  established  as  aforesaid,  said  defendants 
wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and  contrary  to  the  act  of  Congress  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  combined  and  conspired  in  restraint  of  trade 
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and  commerce  among  the  several  states  with  the  purposes  and  Intent 
of  preventing  and  restraining  the  plaintiff  from  purchasing  coal  mined 
in  states  other  than  Oonnecticnt»  from  causing  coal  to  be  brought  to 
said  state  of  Ck>nnecticut,  and  from  selling  coal  in  said  city  of 
Hartford. 

3.  Paragraphs  9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 16, 17,  and  18  of  the  first  count 
are  hereby  made  part  of  this  count 

The  plaintiff  claims  $36,000  damages  by  force  of  the  act  of  Oongreos 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  the  same  being  threefold  the  damage 
by  him  sustained,  together  with  the  costs  of  suit  and  a  reasonable 
attorney's  fee. 

Defendants  filed  the  following  demurrer: 

1.  It  does  not  appear  In  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  that  the 
plaintiff  at  any  of  the  times  referred  to  in  said  first  count  was  or  is 
engaged  in  Interstate  commerce. 

2.  It  does  appear  from  the  first  count  of  the  compallnt  that  a  large 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  business  consisted  in  the  sale  of  coal  at  retail 
in  the  city  of  Hartford  and  the  purchase  of  coal  from  the  wholesale 
dealers  in  the  state  of  Ck>nnecticut ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
plaintiff's  transactions  with  wholesale  dealers  in  other  states,  if  any. 
constituted  any  substantial  or  material  portion  of  the  plaintiff's 
business. 

3.  It  is  not  alleged  in  said  first  count  that  the  plaintiff  ever  had  any 
dealings  with  wholesale  dealers  in  states  other  than  the  state  of 
Ck)nnecticut 

4.  It  does  not  appear  from  said  first  count  what  was  the  character 
of  the  plaintiff's  transactions  with  dealers  in  other  states,  if  any; 
so  that  it  can  be  determined  whether  said  transactions  were  or  were 
not  operations  in  interstate  commerce  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  Is  con- 
cerned. 

[270]  5.  It  does  not  appear  from  said  first  count  that  the  combina- 
tion  and  conspiracy  therein  alleged  was  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations. 

6.  The  above-named  defendants  demur  to  paragraph  9  of  the  first 
count  of  the  complaint  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the  acts  of  the 
defendants  therein  alleged  were  in  pursuance  of  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  Interstate  commerce. 

7.  Defendants  demur  to  paragraph  10  of  the  first  count  of  the  com- 
plaint because  it  is  not  alleged  and  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint 
that  the  alleged  refusal  of  said  wholesale  coal  dealers  to  sell  coal  to 
the  plaintiff  was  the  result  or  consequence  of  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  on  the  part  of  the  above- 
named  defendants. 

8.  The  above-named  defendants  demur  to  paragraph  11  of  the  first 
count  of  the  complaint  because  it  is  not  alleged  therein  and  does  not 
appear  from  the  complaint  that  plaintiff's  alleged  inability  to  secure 
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coal  to  sell  to  his  castomen  In  Hartfbid  was  the  reanlt  or  consequence 
of  a  combination  and  conspiracy  In  restraint  of  Interstate  commerce 
on  the  part  of  the  aboTe-named  defendants. 

9.  The  aboye-named  defendants  demur  to  paragraphs  12  and  18,  and 
each  of  them,  because  it  is  not  alleged  therein  and  does  not  appear 
from  the  complaint  that  the  alleged  delay  in  securing  coal  was  the 
result  or  consequence  of  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce  on  the  part  of  the  above-named  defendants. 

10.  Paragraph  14  of  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  is  demurred 
to  because  it  is  not  alleged  therein  and  does  not  appear  from  the  com- 
plaint that  the  alleged  expense  and  expenditure  of  time  were  the 
result  or  consequence  of  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
Interstate  coounerce  on  the  part  of  the  above-named  defendants. 

11.  Paragraph  15  of  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  is  demurred 
to  because  it  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint  that  the  alleged  false 
and  malicious  reports  were  made  in  pursuance  of  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  on  the  part  of  the 
above-named  defendants. 

12.  Paragraph  16  of  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  is  demurred  to 
because  it  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint  that  plaintilTs  alleged 
loss  of  trade  and  injury  were  the  result  or  consequence  of  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  on  the  part 
of  the  above-named  defendanta 

13.  Paragraph  17  of  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  is  demurred  to 
because  it  is  not  alleged  therein  and  does  not  appear  from  the  com- 
plaint how  the  rights  of  the  general  public  in  said  city  of  Hartford 
have  been  injuriously  affected,  or  how  and  in  what  measure  interstate 
commerce  has  been  impeded  and  prevented. 

14.  Paragraph  18  of  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  is  demurred 
to  because  it  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff's 
alleged  loss  and  damage  is  the  result  or  consequence  of  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  on  the  part  of  the 
above-named  defendants. 

DBM ITBRBB  TO  SBOONO  OOVNT. 

1.  All  the  paragraphs  of  the  demurrer  to  the  first  count  are  hereby 
made  part  of  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count. 

2.  The  above-named  defendants  demur  to  the  second  count  of  the 
complaint  because  it  appears  therefrom  that  the  alleged  combination 
and  conspiracy  to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  is  a  conspiracy  to 
monopolize  trade  and  commerce  in  the  city  of  Hartford,  and  is  not  a 
conspiracy  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations. 

OBMUBBEB  TO  THISn  COUNT. 

1.  All  the  paragraphs  of  the  demurrer  to  the  first  count  are  hereby 
made  part  of  the  demurrer  to  this  count 
108T0'— 8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  8 62 
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2.  The  abOTe-named  defendants  demur  to  tlie  third  connt  of  the 
complaint  becanee  it  does  not  appear  therefrom  that  the  combination 
and  conspiracy  alleged  therein  was  or  is  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
In  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states. 

[871]    /.  H.  Peck  and  R.  M.  Grant,  for  plaintiff. 

/.  Gilbert  GcHhoun,  Hyde,  Joslyn,  GUman  and  Hunger- 
ford,  Eebinaan  and  Robinson^  BiU  and  TutUe^  and  John  J. 
Dwyerj  for  defendants 

Platt,  District  Judge. 

Starting  with  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  G)urt  of  Appeals 
for  the  Sixth  Circuit  in  City  of  Atlanta  v.  O?iattanooga 
Foundry  dk  Pipe  Works,  127  Fed.  28, 61  C.  C.  A.  887, 64  L.  B. 
A.  721,  as  the  foundation,  this  complaint  has  been  examined 
at  leisure  and  with  due  care.  If  any  doubt  could  have  been 
entertained  after  reading  ihi^  words  of  the  distinguished 
writer  in  that  case,  it  has,  to  my  mind,  been  dissipated  by 
the  later  expressions  delivered  by  the  higher  federal  couHs. 

As  things  now  stand,  it  would  be  flying  in  the  face  of  the 
higher  powers,  with  a  vengeance,  to  accept  as  valid  any  of 
the  criticisms  launched  against  the  complaint.  If  the  facts 
therein  alleged  can  be  sustained  by  proof,  a  case  will  be 
presented  which  will  invoke  UtiA  aid  of  a  federal,  rather  than 
a  state,  court  The  situation  is  so  absolutely  one-sided  as 
to  satisfy  me  that  no  good  purpose  would  be  subserved  by 
an  extended  discussion  and  citation  of  authorities. 

Let  the  demurrers,  one  and  all,  be  overruled. 


[7061    CLABAUGH    v.    SOUTHERN    WHOLESALE 

GROCERS'  ASS'N  ET  AL. 

(Glrcnlt  Court,  N.  D.  Alabama,  S.  D.    September  16, 1910.) 

[181  Fed.  Rep.,  706.] 

ToBTS  (I  22) — JonvT  Wbongdoebs — Sattsfagtion. — ^Where  two  parties 
are  Jointly  responsible  to  a  third  party  for  one  wrong,  whUe  the 
wronged  party  may  sue  either  or  both,  and  recoyer  Judgments 
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against  eithtf  or  botb,  he  can  have  but  one  aatlsfkction  for  the 

same  wrong.* 

[Ed.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Torts,  Gent  Dig.  S  29;  Dec.  Dig. 
I  22.] 

AocoBD  AND  Satisfaction  (I  8) — Constbuotion  and  Operation — Set- 
TLEiCENT  WITH  Onb  OF  Two  JoiNT  Wbongdoebs. — ^Plaintiff  brought 
suit  In  a  state  court  against  the  president  of  a  wholesale  grocers* 
association  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  wrongful  Interference 
with  his  business.  He  subsequently  commoiced  an  action  in  a 
federal  court  against  the  association  to  recover  damages  for  the 
same  injury,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  a  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  in  violation  of  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2, 
1880,  c.  647,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Oomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200).  Pending 
such  action  he  settled  the  suit  in  the  state  court,  and  received 
payment  of  the  agreed  sum  from  the  defendant  therein.  Seld,  that 
such  settlement  was  an  accord  and  satisfaction  of  his  entire  claim, 
and  a  bar  to  the  second  suit,  and  that,  not  being  entitled  to  recover 
actual  damages  in  such  suit,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the 

.  threefold  damages  or  attorney's  fees  provided  for  by  section  7  of 
the  act 

[Ed.  Nota — For  other  cases,  see  Accord  and  Satisfaction,  Gent 
Dig.  H  22-^ ;  Dec.  Dig.  13.] 

Action  by  Hinton  6.  Clabaugh  against  the  Southern 
Wholesale  Grocers'  Association  and  others.  On  motion  by 
defendant  for  direction  of  verdict.    Motion  sustained. 

Campbell  and  Johnston^  for  plaintiff. 

Wright  and  Wright^  Caruthera  Ewing^  and  Cabanisa  and 
Bowie^  for  defendant. 

Grxtbb,  District  Judge. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  Mr.  Clabaugh  against  the 
Southern  Wholesale  Grocers'  Association,  a  corporation,  for 
damages  to  his  business,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  inter- 
ference with  it  by  the  Southern  Wholesale  Grocers'  Associa- 
tion by  preventing  the  manufacturers  from  selling  goods  to 
him,  by  him  to  be  sold  to  retailers.  The  action  was  brought 
under  vthat  is  known  as  the  "Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law," 
enacted  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  Act  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200). 
Whether  there  has  been  a  violation  of  that  act  by  ttie  South- 
em  Wholesale  Grocers'  Association  is  not  necessary,  in  my 

«  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1910,  by  West  Pablishing  Go. 
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judgment,  to  be  determined  in  this  case,  for  the  reason  that 
the  defendant  has  pleaded  that,  conceding  that  there  was  any 
violation  of  the  act  which  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  damages, 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case  has,  before  the  trial,  settled  for  those 
damages  with  another  party,  who  is  jointly  liable  with  this 
defendant 

Before  I  enter  on  the  facts,  I  might  say  that  it  is  a  well- 
recognized  principle  of  law  that  where  two  parties  are  jointly 
responsible  to  a  [707]  third  party  for  one  wrong,  while  that 
third  party,  the  wronged  party,  can  sue  either  or  both,  and 
get  judgments  against  either  or  both,  he  can  get  but  one  satis- 
faction for  the  same  wrong.  Otherwise  he  would  be  getting 
paid  twice.  So,  if  he  has  been  paid  by  one  wrongdoer  his 
full  damages,  then  he  has  no  right  to  look  to  the  other  wrong- 
does  for  any  damages,  even  though  that  wrongdoer  was 
jointly  responsible  with  the  one  who  pays. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Clabaugh,  sued  in  the  state 
court  Mr.  James  A.  Van  Hoose,  who  was  president  of  the 
association,  which  is  now  defendant  in  this  court,  alleging 
that  these  same  acts  of  interference  which  broke  up  his  busi- 
ness, as  he  claims,  were  done  by  Mr.  Van  Hoose  as  president 
of  this  same  association.  Of  course,  if  the  president  did 
them,  he  would  be  liable  personally,  because  he  could  not  do 
wrong  for  his  principal,  and  not  be  responsible  for  that 
wrong  himself.  Therefore  he  would  be  responsible,  and  he 
would  also  make  his  principal  responsible,  if  he  acted  within 
the  scope  of  his  authority  as  president.  Therefore  it  may  be 
said,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  both  of  them  were  re- 
sponsible for  the  wrongs  that  have  been  charged  in  the  state 
court  in  the  suit  against  Mr.  Van  Hoose,  which,  as  I  construe 
it,  are  the  same  exactly  as  Mr.  Clabaugh  here  sues  for,  and 
for  which  he  asks  damages  against  the  Southern  Wholesale 
Grocers'  Association. 

Now,  after  the  suit  had  been  brought  in  the  state  court,  and 
after  there  had  been  a  trial,  which  resulted  in  a  disagreement 
of  the  jury,  Mr.  Clabaugh  and  Mr.  Van  Hoose  came  to  an 
agreement  which  is  represented  by  the  doc^uments  which  have 
been  presented  here  to  settle  that  case.  This  agreement  pro- 
vided for  the  payment  of  $10,000  by  Mr.  Van  Hoose,  stipu- 
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lating  that,  if  all  the  money  was  not  paid  by  a  certain  date,  a 
judgment  should  be  entered  for  that  amount  in  the  circuit 
court,  a  jury  being  waived.  Had  that  judgment  been  ren- 
dered according  to  agreement,  it  would  have  been  a  full  satis- 
faction of  the  wrongs  complained  of  in  that  case.  The 
agreement  providing  for  that  method  of  remedy,  I  think  it  is 
a  fair  construction  of  the  agreement  that  the  parties  intended, 
in  settling  the  case,  to  settle  Mr.  Clabaugh's  full  damages 
against  Mr.  Van  Hoose — ^the  full  damages  for  the  injuries 
alleged  in  the  complaint  against  Mr.  Van  Hoose. 

Giving  the  agreement  that  construction,  Mr.  Clabaugh  had 
no  right  to  sue  anybody  else,  even  though  he  attempted  to 
reserve  that  right  in  his  agreement  with  Mr.  Van  Hoose,  be- 
cause, having  once  been  paid  in  full  for  his  damages,  he  had 
not  the  legal  right  to  make  any  agreement  which  would  give 
him  a  right  to  sue  any  other  person  for  the  same  damages, 
upon  the  idea  that  a  man  cannot  recover  twice  for  the  same 
damages,  and  that  if  one  wrongdoer  pays  him  in  full  he  has 
no  right  to  look  to  the  other,  even  though  he  seeks  to  reserve 
that  right  in  the  agreement  with  the  party  who  pays.  In 
this  case  the  agreement  of  settlement  was  in  writing,  and  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  construe  it.  The  court  construes 
it  as  constituting  an  accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  damages 
Mr.  Clabaugh  claimed  in  the  Van  Hoose  suit  in  the  circuit 
court.  That  being  true,  the  law  makes  the  same  agreement 
and  its  full  performance  by  Mr.  Van  Hoose  a  full  accord  and 
satisfaction  of  the  cause  of  action  sued  on  by  Mr.  Clabaugh 
against  [708]  the  association  in  this  case.  Therefore  the 
plea  is  made  out  by  the  undisputed  evidence,  the  documents 
in  the  case. 

It  is  true  Mr.  Clabaugh  said  he  did  not  agree  that  the 
costs  paid  him  by  Mr.  Van  Hoose  were  the  full  costs;  but 
I  think  he  cannot  be  heard  to  say  this  after  he  took  the  check 
and  paid  the  clerk,  and  the  clerk  received  it  without  objec- 
tion, and  he  made  no  further  demand  until  after  this  trial 
was  entered  upon.  I  think  he  is  to  be  treated  as  having 
accepted  that  as  performance  of  the  agreement,  whether 
it  was  full  performance  or  not.  So  the  verdict  in  this  case 
should  be  for  the  defendant,  on  the  idea  that  the  cause  of 
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action,  oonoeding  it  existed,  has  been  settled  hy  Mr.  Cla- 
baugh's  receipt  of  $10,000  from  Mr.  Van  Hoose  which  I 
construe  to  have  been  received  by  him  m  full  satisfaction 
of  the  damages  he  claimed  in  the  suit  against  Mr.  Van 
Hoose,  and  which  are  the  same  damages  he  claims  in  this 
suit. 

There  is  one  other  thing  which  I  should  have  said.  The  act 
of  Congress  under  which  this  suit  is  brought  provides  for  the 
recovery,  not  of  single  damages,  but  threefold  damages;  but 
the  construction  of  that  act  by  the  Supreme  Cour^  in  the  case 
of  Montague  <&  Co.  v.  Lowry^  193  U.  S.  38,  24  Sup.  Ct.  307, 
48  L.  Ed.  608,  is  to  the  effect  that  threefold  damages  are  only 
recoverable  when  the  plaintiff  has  a  cause  of  action  that 
would  entitle  the  jury  to  award  smgle  damages  In  other 
words,  the  function  of  the  jury  is  to  only  render  a  judgment 
for  actual  damages,  and  the  court  then  triples  them ;  but  if 
there  is  nothing  to  go  to  the  jury  for  single  damages,  then 
the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  render  any  julgment  for 
triple  damages.  And  the  same  is  true  as  to  the  attorney's 
fees.  I  think  they  are  merely  an  incident  to  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff.  If  no  such  judgment  is  obt'iined,  then 
there  can  be  no  allowance  for  attorney's  fees,  hough  the 
settlement  was  made  after  this  suit  was  commenced. 


218  U.  S. 

[601]  UNITED  STATES  v.  KISSEL  AND  I1ARNED.« 

ERROR  TO  THE  CIRCUrr  GOURT  OF  THE  UKrTED  STATES  FOR  THE 

80X7THERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK. 

No.  390.     Argued  November  10,  11,  1910. — Decided  December  12,  1910. 

[218  U.  S.,  601.] 

Under  the  Criminal  Appeals  Act  of  March  2,  1907,  c.  2564.  34  Stat 
1246,  when  the  indictment  is  quasbed  this  court  Is  confined  to  a. 
consideration  of  the  grounds  of  decision  mentioned  in  eucb  statote. 
United  States  y.  Keitel,  211  IT.  S.  370,  and  there  is  a  rimllar  limit 


•For  opinion  of  Circuit  Coart   (173  Fed.  Rep.,  828).    See  ante 
p.  744. 
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when  the  case  cornea  up  from  a  judsment  eaataliilng  a  special  plea 
in  bar.* 

Although  mere  oontiniiance  of  result  of  a  crime  does  not  continue  the 
crime  Itself  if  such  continuance  of  resiilt  depends  upjo  continuous 
cooperation  of  the  conq)lrator8»  the  copqpiracy  continues  until  the 
time  of  its  abandonment  or  success. 

A  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  is  more  than  a  contract  In  restraint 
of  trade;  the  latter  is  instantaneous^  but  the  former  is  a  partnership 
in  criminal  purposes  and  as  such  may  haye  continuance  in  time; 
and  so  held  in  regard  to  a  conspiracy  made  criminal  by  the  Anti- 
trust Act  of  July  2,  1880. 

Whether  the  indictmoit  in  this  case  charges  a  continuing  conspiracy 
with  technical  sufficiency  is  not  before  the  court  on  the  appeal  taken 
under  the  Criminal  Appeals  Act  of  March  2.  1907.  from  a  Judgmens 
sustaining  special  pleas  of  limitation  in  bar. 

Allegations  in  the  indictment  consistent  with  other  facts  alleged  that 
a  conspiracy  continued  until  the  date  of  filing  must  be  <!*enled  under 
the  goieral  issue  and  cannot  be  met  by  special  plea  in  bar. 

This  court,  haTing  on  an  appeal  under  the  Oriminal  Appeals  Act  of 
March  2,  1907,  held  that  allegations  as  to  oontinuau'?e  of  a  con- 
spiracy cannot  be  met  by  special  plea  in  bar,  all  defenses,  including 
that  of  limitations  by  the  ending  of  the  conspiracy  mo^v  than  three 
[6M]  years  before  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  will  be  open  under 
the  general  issue  and  unaffected  by  this  dedsion. 

178  Fed.  B^.  828,  reversed. 

[54  L.  ed.,  Ilea]  » 

1.  The  only  question  before  the  Federal  Supreme  Ck>urt  on  an  ap- 
peal taken  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1907  (34  Stat,  at  L.  1246,  chap. 
2564,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat  Supp.  1909,  p.  220),  from  a  Judgment  sustain- 
ing a  special  plea  in  bar  when  the  defendant  has  not  been  put  in 
Jeopardy,  is  whether  such  plea  in  bar  can  be  sustained. 

2.  A  conspiracy  to  restrain  or  monopolize  trade,  in  yiolation  of  the 
Sherman  Act  of  July  2, 1890  (26  Stat  at  L.  209,  chap.  647,  U.  S.  (}omp. 
Stat  1901,  p.  S200),  by  obtaining  control  of  a  competitor  through  a 
pledge  of  a  majority  of  its  stock  to  secure  a  loan  to  a  stockholder, 
and  then  TOting  to  suspend  business  until  further  order  of  the  board 
of  directors,  continues,  so  far  as  the  statute  of  limitations  is  con- 
cerned, so  long  as  any  further  action  is  taken  in  furtherance  of  the 
conspiracy. 

«  Syllabus  and  statements  of  arguments  copyrighted,  1910-1911,  by 
The  Banks  Law  Publishing  CJompany. 

^  Paragraphs  following  comprise  syllabus  to  this  case  in  Vol.  54,  p. 
1168,  Lawyers  Edition.  Opyrighted,  1911,  by  The  Lawyers'  Go-Op- 
erative Publishing  Company. 
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8.  A  special  plea  of  tbe  Btetote  of  limitationt  is  not  good  as  against 
an  indictment  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  or  monopolise  trade, 
in  violation  of  tlie  Sherman  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  by  improperly  ex- 
cluding a  competitor  from  business,  although  the  conspiracy  is  alleged 
to  have  been  formed  on  a  specified  date,  which  was  more  than  three 
years  before  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  where  such  indictment, 
consistently  with  the  other  facts,  alleges  that  the  conspiracy  contin- 
ued to  the  date  of  its  presentment. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  General  Fowler  for  the  United 
States.  A  brief  which  had  been  prepared  by  the  late  Mr, 
Solicitor  General  Bowers  was  filed  for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Leavitt  J.  Hunt  and  Mr.  Geo.  W.  Betts,  Jr.^  filed  a 
brief  for  defendant  in  error,  Hamed.  Mr.  Joseph  H.  Choaie 
and  Mr.  William  D.  Chithriey  with  whom  Mr.  Howard  8. 
Gans  and  Mr.  WiUiam  C.  Osbom  were  on  the  brief,  tor  the 
defendant,  Kissd,  in  error: 

Conspiracy  is  a  non-continuous  crime,  and  an  indictment 
which  charges  its  commission  on  a  date  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations  charges  an  outlawed  offense  and  is  not  saved 
by  an  allegation  of  continuance  within  the  limitation. 
United  States  v.  Irvine^  98  U.  S.  460. 

Where  an  indictment  charges  a  crime  which  is  not  essen- 
tially continuous  with  a  continuando^  the  continuando  may 
be  disregarded  and  the  indictment  treated  as  charging  no 
more  than  the  commission  of  the  offense  on  the  first  day. 
Wharton's  Crim.  PI.  &  Pr.,  9th  ed.,  §  125;  1  Bishop's  New 
Crim.  Proc.,  §  388 ;  Starkey's  Crim.  PL,  1st  Am.  ed.,  60,  61 ; 
King  v.  Dixon^  10  Mod.  335,  337 ;  United  States  v.  La  Coste^ 
2  Mason,  129 ;  People  v.  Adarrvs^  17  Wend.  475,  476 ;  Wells  v. 
Commonwealth^  12  Gray,  326;  State  v.  Nichols,  58  N.  H.  41 ; 
Cook  V.  Staie^  11  Georgia,  53,  56;  State  v.  Briggs,  68  Iowa, 
416 ;  State  v.  Thompson^  31  Utah,  228 ;  State  v.  Jasper^  15 
N.  Car.  323. 

At  common  law  and  under  the  Sherman  Act,  the  offense 
of  conspiracy  is  complete;  the  crime  is  actually  committed 
when  the  design  or  intent  is  followed  by  the  [COS]  act  of 
agreeing  or  confederating;  it  is  the  bare  act  of  agreeing  alone 
that  constitutes  the  crime.  Archibold's  Crim.  PL,  22d  ed., 
1209;  2  Bishop's  New  Crim.  Law,  §§  171;  United  States  v. 
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Hirsch,  100  U.  S.  38 ;  United  States  v.  Brittan,  108  U.  S.  199^ 
204 ;  and  see  Pettihone  v.  Uruted  States^  148  U.  S.  197,  202 ; 
Dealy  v.  United  States^  162  U.  S.  539,  547 ;  Bannon  v.  United 
States,  166  U.  S.  464,  468;  WUlumis  v.  United  States,  207 
U.  S.  425,  447;  United  States  v.  Donau,  11  Blatchf.  168; 
State  V.  BuchaTum,  5  H.  &  J.  (Md.)  817,  355;  People  v. 
Mather,  4  Wend.  229,  264;  O'Connell  v.  The  Queen,  11  C.  & 
F.  165,  238 ;  Mulcahy  v.  Reg.,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  Cas.  306,  317 ; 
Commonwealth  v.  Jtidd^  2  Massachusetts,  329,  337;  People  v. 
Flack,  125  N.  Y.  324,  332. 

But  many  crimes,  which  are  non-continuous,  are  by  their 
nature  subject  to  renewal,  and  in  such  ease,  each  renewal  of 
the  act  constituting  the  gravamen  of  the  offense  constitutes 
a  new  crime.  It  is  the  nature  of  the  act  constituting  the 
offense  that  determines  its  continuous  or  non-continuous 
nature.  State  v.  Poyner,  134  N.  Car.  609 ;  Wharton's  Crim. 
Law,  10th  ed.,  §  27;  State  v.  Prescott,  33  N.  H.  212,  214; 
State  V.  Thompson,  31  Utah  228,  231;  State  v.  Briggs,  68 
Iowa,  416, 419 ;  Matter  of  Neilsen,  131  U.  8. 176 ;  In  re  Snow, 
120  U.  S.  274;  (?ise  v.  Commonwealth,  31  P.  F.  Smith  (Pa.), 
428;  Cook  v.  State,  11  Georgia,  53,  56;  People  v.  Flatherty, 
.►162  N.  Y.  532,  538. 

The  results  which  flow  from  conspiracy,  i.  e.,  the  acts  done 
if}  pursuance  of  it,  form  no  part  of  the  offense;  but  a  com- 
pact which  does  not  contain  within  itself  all  the  elements 
of  wrong  will  not  be  rendered  indictable  by  the  criminality 
of  acts  done  in  furtherance  of  it.  United  States  v.  Britton, 
108  U.  S.  199 ;  McKenna  v.  United  States^  127  Fed.  Rep.  88 ; 
SaUa  V.  United  States,  104  Fed.  Rep.  544 ;  Conrad  v.  United 
States,  127  Fed.  Rep.  798. 

Acts  done  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy,  and  in  further- 
ance of  it,  are  so  far  from  being  a  part  of  the  offense  that 
[604]  if  criminal  they  constitute  separate  crimes,  and  a 
conviction  or  acquittal  on  either  the  conspiracy  or  the  sepa- 
rate crime  is  no  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  the  other  offense. 
Berkowitz  v.  United  States,  93  Fed.  Rep.  452,  457 ;  Davis  r. 
People,  22  Colorado,  1,  3;  State  v.  Sias,  17  N.  H.  558: 
Bailey  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  289,  291;  Whitford  v. 
State,  24  Tex.  Ct.  of  App.  Rep.  489,  493 ;  Wallace  v.  State, 
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41  Florida,  547,  557;  WUcax  v.  UnUed  States,  103  S.  W. 
Rep.  774,  776 ;  Matter  of  NeOsen,  181  U.  S.  176, 186. 

A  conspiracy  is  a  renewable  offense,  and  it  is  renewed 
whenever  two  or  more  persons  animated  by  a  corrapt  intent 
consciously  participate  in  any  act  in  furtherance  of  that 
intent.  While  those  who  enter  upon  a  conspirai^  may 
secure  immunity  for  their  criminal  acts  after  a  lapse  of  three 
years  if  they  do  nothing  further  within  the  three  years, 
those  who  persist  in  their  original  purpose  and  seek  by  co- 
operative action  to  carry  it  into  effect  incur  a  liability  each 
time  they  conunit  the  offense  of  conspiring.  The  Oovem- 
mentis  theory  that  conspiracy  is  a  continuous  crime,  would 
have  every  incentive  to  cause  the  conspirator  who  had  once 
embarked  to  continue  in  his  criminal  course  and  not  to 
desist  or  abstain  therefrom.  Matter  of  Neilsen^  181  U.  S. 
176 ;  In  re  Snow,  120  U.  S.  274. 

That  the  offense  is  renewable  and  not  continuing,  see 
Ware  v.  United  States,  154  Fed.  Rep.  677;  S.  C,  207  U.  S. 
588;  United  States  v.  Jones,  162  Fed.  Rep.  417;  Jones  v. 
United  States,  179  Fed.  Rep.  584,  610;  United  States  v. 
Biggs,  157  Fed  Rep.  264;  United  States  v.  Bradford,  148 
Fed.  Rep.  413;  S.  C,  152  Fed.  Rep.  616;  United  States  ▼. 
Greene,  115  Fed.  Rep.  343,  349,  850;  S.  C,  154  Fed.  Rep. 
401;  Lorem  v.  United  States,  24  App.  D.  C.  837,  887; 
S.  C,  196  U.  S.  640;  Arnold  v.  Wea,  157  Fed.  Rep.  429, 
430;  Ex  parte  Black,  147  Fed.  Rep.  832,  838;  S.  C,  160 
Fed.  Rep.  431;  United  States  v.  Greene,  100  Fed.  Rep. 
941,  946;  United  States  v.  Barber,  157  Fed.  Rep.  889,  890; 
United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Assn.,  166  U.  S. 
[605]  290,  and  United  States  v.  MoAndrews  <6  Forbes  Go.^ 
149  Fed.  Rep.  823,  are  not  incompatible  with  this  view. 
Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States,  193  U.  S.  197,  and 
Loewe  v.  Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  274,  do  not  sustain  the  proposi- 
tion that  parties  can  render  themselves  liable  to  be  pun- 
ished criminally  under  the  Sherman  Act  without  doing  any 
act  whatever.  And  see  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229; 
Ochs  V.  The  People,  25  IlL  App.  879;  aff'd  124  Illinois,  399; 
Noyes  v.  State,  41  N.  J.  L.  418 ;  Commonwealth  v.  BartHson^ 
85  Pa.  St.  482,  486. 
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In  the  light  of  these  authorities,  it  is  submitted  that 
the  sound  doctrine  is  that  the  crime  of  conspiraqr  is  not 
an  essentially  continuous  offense,  but  that  it  is-  subject 
to  renewal  and  that  the  renewal  may  be  evidenced  by  the 
conscious  participation  of  any  of  the  conspirators  in  acts 
done  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  object  of  the  original 
conspiracy. 

Mr.  Joseph  H.  Choate^  Mr.  DeLancy  NicoU,  Mr.  John 
M.  Bowers  and  Mr.  John  D.  Lindsay  submitted  a  brief 
by  leave  of  the  court  on  behalf  of  certain  parties  joined 
with  defendants  in  error  in  this  prosecution. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  brought  by  the  United  States  to 
reverse  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  sustaining  pleas 
in  bar  pleaded  to  an  indictment  by  the  defendants  in  error. 
173  Fed.  Rep.  823.  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  al- 
leges that  the  defendants*  in  error  and  others  named,  on 
December  30,  1903,  and  from  that  day  until  the  day  of  pre- 
senting the  indictment  (July  1,  1909),  have  engaged  in  an 
unlawful  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  refined  sugar 
among  the  several  States  of  the  Union,  that  is  to  say,  to 
eliminate  free  competition  and  prevent  all  competition  with 
the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  [606]  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, by  a  would-be  competitor,  the  Pennsylvania  Sugar 
Refining  Company.  It  then  sets  forth,  at  length,  the  means 
by  which  the  alleged  purpose  was  to  be  accomplished,  and 
what  are  put  forward  as  overt  acts  done  in  pursuance  of  the 
plan.  In  other  counts,  referring  to  the  first,  the  defendants 
are  alleged  to  have  conspired  to  monopolize  the  trade  in  re- 
fined sugar  among  the  States.  They  are  similar  counts  as  to 
the  trade  in  raw  sugar  and  molasses,  and  as  to  trade  with 
foreign  nations.  The  offenses  aimed  at,  of  course,  are  the 
conspiracies  punished  by  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  c  647,  26 
Stat.  209,  commonly  known  as  the  Sherman  Act. 

There  are  other  counts  in  the  indictment,  but  the  argu- 
ment was  devoted  mainly  to  these.    The  defendants  sever- 
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ally  pleaded  to  all  of  them  the  limitation  of  three  years 
fixed  by  Rev.  Stat.,  §  1044,  alleging  that  for  more  than 
three  years  before  the  finding  of  the  indictment  on  July  1, 
1909,  they  did  not  engage  in,  or  do  any  act  in  aid  of,  such 
conspiracies.  The  defendant  Kissel  added  averments  that 
all  the  overt  acts  alleged  to  have  been  done  within  three 
years  before  July  1,  1906,  were  done  without  his  participa- 
tion, consent  or  knowledge.  He  also  pleaded  that  since 
October  6,  1906,  the  Pennsylvania  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany had  been  in  the  hands  of  a  duly  appointed  receiver. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  state  the  pleadings  with  more 
particularity,  because  the  only  question  before  us  under  the 
act  of  March  2,  1907,  c.  2664,  34  Stat.  1246,  is  whether  the 
plea  in  bar  can  be  sustained.  That  this  court  is  confined  to 
a  consideration  of  the  grounds  of  decision  mentioned  in  the 
statute  when  an  indictment  is  quashed  was  decided  in  United 
States  V.  Keitel,  211  U.  S.  370,  399.  We  think  that  there  is 
a  similar  limit  when  the  case  comes  up  under  the  other  clause 
of  the  act,  from  a  ^^  judgment  sustaining  a  special  plea  in  bar, 
when  the  defendant  has  not  been  put  in  jeopardy."  This  be- 
ing so,  we  are  not  concerned  with  the  technical  sufficiency  or 
redundancy  of  the  [607]  indictment,  or  even,  in  the  view 
that  we  presently  shall  express,  with  any  consideration  of 
the  nature  of  the  overt  acts  alleged.  The  indictment  charges 
a  conspiracy  beginning  in  1903,  but  continuing  down  to  the 
date  of  filing.  It  pretty  nearly  was  conceded  that  if  a  con- 
spiracy of  this  kind  can  be  continuous,  then  the  pleas  in  bar 
are  bad.  Therefore  we  first  will  consider  whether  a  con- 
spiracy can  have  continuance  in  time. 

The  defendants  argue  that  a  conspiracy  is  a  completed 
crime  as  soon  as  formed,  that  it  is  simply  a  case  of  unlawful 
agreement,  and  that  therefore  the  continuando  may  be  dis- 
regarded and  a  plea  is  proper  to  show  that  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations has  nm.  Subsequently  acts  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement  may  renew  the  conspiracy  or  be  evidence  of  a 
renewal,  but  do  not  change  the  nature  of  the  original  offense. 
So  also,  it  is  said,  the  fact  that  an  unlawful  contract  contem- 
plates future  acts  or  that  the  results  of  a  successful  conspiracy 
endure  to  a  much  later  date  does  not  affect  the  character  of 
the  crime. 
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The  argument,  so  far  as  the  premises  are  true,  does  not 
suffice  to  prove  that  a  conspiracy,  although  it  exists  as  soon 
as  the  agreement  is  made,  may  not  continue  beyond  t-he  mo- 
ment of  making  it.  It  is  true  that  the  unlawful  agreement 
satisfies  the  definition  of  the  crime,  but  it  does  not  exhaust  it 
It  also  is  true,  of  course,  that  the  mere  continuance  of  the 
result  of  a  crime  does  not  continue  the  crime.  United  States 
V.  Irvine^  98  U.  S.  450.  But  when  the  plot  contemplates 
bringing  to  pass  a  continuous  result  that  will  not  continue 
without  the  conti::uous  cooperation  of  the  c(»i8pirators  to 
keep  it  up,  and  there  is  such  continuous  cooperation,  it  is  a 
perversion  of  natural  thought  and  of  natural  language  to  call 
such  continuous  cooperation  a  cinematographic  series  of  dis- 
tinct conspiracies,  rather  than  to  call  it  a  single  one.  Take 
the  present  case.  A  conspiracy  to  restrain  or  monopolize 
trade  by  improperly  excluding  a  competitor  from  business 
contemplates  [608]  that  the  conspirators  will  remain  in 
business  and  will  continue  their  combined  efforts  to  drive  the 
competitor  out  until  they  succeed.  If  they  do  continue  such 
efforts  in  pursuance  of  the  plan  the  conspiracy  continues  up 
to  the  time  of  abandonment  or  success.  A  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  is  different  from  and  more  than  a  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade.  A  conspiracy  is  constituted  by  an 
agreement,  it  is  true,  but  it  is  the  result  of  the  agreement, 
rather  than  the  agreement  itself,  just  as  a  partnership,  al- 
though constituted  by  a  contract,  is  not  the  contract  but  is  a 
result  of  it.  The  contract  is  instantaneous,  the  partnership 
may  endure  as  one  and  the  same  partnership  for  years.  A 
conspiracy  is  a  partnership  in  criminal  purposes.  That  as 
such  it  may  have  continuation  in  time  is  shown  by  the  rule 
that  an  overt  act  of  one  partner  may  be  the  act  of  all  without 
any  new  agreement  specifically  directed  to  that  act 

The  means  contemplated  for  the  exclusion  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Sugar  Refining  Company  were  the  making  of  a 
large  loan  by  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company 
through  Kissel  to  one  Segal  and  the  receiving  from  him  of 
more  than  half  the  stock  of  the  Pennsylvania  Company 
with  a  power  of  attorney  to  vote  upon  it,  Segal  not  knowing 
that  the  American  Company  was  behind  Kissel.  The  loan 
was  to  be  for  a  year,  but  the  American  Company  was  to  use 
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the  power  of  voting  to  prevent  the  Pennsylvania  Company 
from  going  on  with  its  business,  and,  as  Segal  was  dependent 
largely  upon  the  returns  from  that  company  for  means  of 
repaying  the  loan,  he  was  to  be  prevented  from  repaying  it 
and  the  control  of  the  Pennsylvania  Company  retained  until 
it  should  be  ruined  and  finally  driven  from  business.  It  is 
alleged  that  the  loan  was  made  and  that  a  vote  was  passed 
that  the  Pennsylvania  Company  refrain  from  business  until 
further  order  of  the  board  of  directors.  Now  of  course  it 
well  may  be  that  the  object  was  so  far  accomplished  by  this 
vote  that  [609]  the  conspiracy  was  at  an  end;  but  a  vote 
upon  pledged  stock  that  might  be  redeemed  was  not  neces- 
sarily lasting,  and  further  action  might  be  necessary  to  reach 
the  desired  result  The  allegation  that  the  conspiracy  con- 
tinued down  to  the  date  of  the  indictment  is  not  contradicted 
by  the  vote.  Furthermore,  as  we  have  said,  the  only  question 
here  is  whether  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  good. 
Taking  it  that  the  conspiracies  made  criminal  by  the  act 
of  July  2,  1890,  may  have  continuance,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  pleas  are  bad.  To  be  sure,  it  still  might  be  argued 
that  the  general  rule  that  time  need  not  be  proved  as  laid 
applies  to  continuing  offenses,  that  therefore  the  allegation 
in  the  indictment,  so  far  as  it  specifies  the  time  in  which  the 
conspiracy  was  maintained,  is  immaterial,  and  that  a  plea 
traversing  only  that  is,  in  substance,  a  plea  in  confession  and 
avoidance  and  good.  Whether  in  a  charge  of  a  continuing 
offense  even  such  specific  ear-marks  of  time  as  those  in  this 
indictment  make  it  enter  into  the  essence  of  the  offense  we 
shall  not  discuss.  Time  is  held  to  be  of  the  essence  in  Massa- 
chusetts and  some  other  States;  Commonwealth  v.  Praj/j  18 
Pick.  859,  864;  Commonwedlth  v.  Briggs^  11  Met.  578;  State 
V.  Small^  80  Maine,  452 ;  Fleming  v.  State^  28  Tex.  App.  284; 
while  this  has  been  thought  to  be  a  local  peculiarity,  and  the 
contrary  has  been  decided  elsewhere.  State  v.  Reno^  41  Kan- 
sas, 674,  682,  688.  State  v.  Arnold^  98  Iowa,  258.  Bishop, 
New  Criminal  Procedure,  §§  897,  402.  However  this  may 
be,  if  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  good  where  it 
confesses  and  avoids  all  that  the  indictment  avers,  still,  as 
was  pointed  out  in  an  able  brief  by  the  late  lamented  Solicitor 
General,  it  is  open  to  too  many  objections  and  difficulties  to 
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be  encouraged  or  allowed  except  in  dear  cases.  Apart  from 
technical  rules  the  averments  of  time  in  the  indictment  are 
expected  and  intended  to  be  proved  as  laid.  The  overt  acts 
relied  upon  coming  down  [610]  to  within  three  years  of  the 
indictment  are  alleged  to  have  been  done  in  pursuance  of 
the  conspiracy,  and  the  pleas  must  be  taken  to  deny  that 
allegation,  unless  they  rely  upon  the  supposed  impossbility 
of  the  acts  having  the  character  alleged.  It  is  only  by  an 
artificial  rule,  if  at  all,  that  the  plea  can  be  treated  as  not 
traversing  the  indictment,  and  we  are  not  prepared  to  give 
that  supposed  rule  such  an  effect. 

The  discussion  at  the  bar  took  a  wider  range  than  is  open 
at  this  stage.  It  hardly  is  necessary  to  explain  that  we  have 
nothing  to  say  as  to  what  evidence  would  be  sufficient  to 
prove  the  continuation  of  the  conspiracy,  or  where  the  burden 
of  pleading  or  proof  as  to  abandonment  would  be.  We  deal 
only  with  a  naked  and  highly  technical  question,  when  once 
the  possibility  of  continuation  is  established,  and  as  to  that 
we  cannot  bring  ourselves  to  doubt. 

To  sum  up  and  repeat  The  indictment  charges  a  con- 
tinuing conspiracy.  Whether  it  does  so  with  technical  suf- 
ficiency is  not  before  us.  All  that  we  decide  is  that  a  con- 
spiracy may  have  continuance  in  time,  and  that  where,  as 
here,  the  indictment,  consistently  with  the  other  facts,  alleges 
that  it  did  so  continue  to  the  date  of  filing,  that  allegation 
must  be  denied  under  the  general  issue  and  not  by  a  special 
plea.  Under  the  general  issue  all  defenses,  including  the 
defense  that  the  conspiracy  was  ended  by  success,  abandon- 
ment, or  otherwise  more  than  three  years  before  July  1, 1906, 
will  be  open  and  unaffected  by  what  we  now  decide. 

Judgment  reversed. 


[188]  MANNINGTON  ET  AL.  v.  HOCKING  VALLEY 

BY.  CO.  ET  AL. 

(Olrcolt  CouTty  S.  D.  Ohio,  B.  D.     June  13,  1910.     On  Moflon  for 
Temporary  Injunction,  etc.,  August  8,  1910.) 

[188  Fed.  Rep.,  133.1 

OousTs  (1289) — JuusDionoR  or  Fedekal  CSottbts — Federal  Ques- 
xioR. — A  snit  based  on  an  alleged  violation  of  Shermao  Anti-Tmst 
Act  July  2, 1890,  a  647,  26  SUt  209  (U.  a  Oomp.  St  1901,  p.  3200). 


826  183  FSDEBAL  BBPOBTBB,  188. 

Syllabiw. 

whereby  direct  and  special  injuriee  are  inflicted  on  and  tbreatened 
to  the  complainnnts,  is  one  arising  under  a  law  of  the  ir.ilted  States 
of  which  a  federal  court  has  Jurisdiction  regardless  of  the  dtizen 
ship  of  the  parties.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Courts,  Cent  Dig.  f  890 ;  Dec 
Dig.  1289. 

Jarisdiction  iu  cases  inTolTing  federal  aueetioo,  see  notes  to 
Bail^  y.  Mosher,  11  G.  C.  A.  308 ;  MoHlana  Ore  Purehasinif  Co^  t. 
Boston  d  M.  C.  C.  d  S.  Min,  Co.,  35  C.  C.  A.  7.] 
K  Elf  OVAL  OF  Causes  (S95) — Proceediiygs  fob  and  'Efihsci  of  Re- 
moval— Pboceedings  in  State  Cotjut  After  Removal — ^Tbe  filing 
of  a  sufficient  petition  and  bond  for  removal,  in  a  cause  which  is 
removable,  ipso  facto  devests  the  state  court  of  jurisdiction  to 
proceed  further  therein  except  to  pass  on  (he  suifici43>aoy  of  the 
papers,  and  any  further  action  it  may  take  Is  coram  non  judice  and 
void.  While  a  formal  or^^  of  removal  is  usual,  it  is  not  necessary, 
nor  will  the  failure  of  the  state  court  to  take  any  action  on  the 
petition  prevent  the  attaching  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
court. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Removal  of  Causes  Cent.  Dig 
SS204,  205;  Dec.  Dig.  S  d5.1 
Injunction  (8157) — Obdebs — What  Constitute — Oral  Opinion  of 
Court — "Judgment." — ^An  oral  opinion  of  a  judge  s'jstaining  a 
motion  for  a  preliminary  injunction  is  not  a  "judgment,'*  either 
under  the  Ohio  statutes  or  the  rule  of  the  federal  courts  nor  does 
it  become  effective  as  an  order  and  binding  on  the  parties  until 
reduced  to  writing  and  entered  of  record,  nor,  in  Ohio,  until  bond 
has  been  given  and  approved. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Injunctions,  Cent  Dig.  11340, 
342 ;  Dec.  Dig.  9  167. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  4,  pp.  3827- 
3842;  vol.  8,  pp.  7095,  7606.] 
Removal  of  Causes  (S114) — Jurisdiction  Aoquiiu)  bt  Federai. 
Court — Motions  Pending  in  State  Court. — ^After  the  removal  of  a 
cause,  the  federal  court  has  authority  to  hear  and  act  on  a  motion 
pending  in  the  state  court  at  the  time  of  removal  to  modify  or 
vacate  a  restraining  order  or  preliminary  injunction  previously 
granted. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Removal  of  Causes,  Cent.  Dig. 
§9  241-244 ;  Dec.  Dig.  f  114.] 
Railroads  (§15) — Right  to  Redeem  Preferred  Stock—Ohio  Stat> 
UTE.—Rev.  St.  Ohio,  f  8309b  (Gen.  Code,  18805),  authoriaes  rail- 
road corporations  to  issue  preferred  stock  and  to  provide  in  their 
articles  of  incorporation  terms  and  provisions  of  such  preferred 
stock  in  addition  to  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of 
section  8900,  Rev.  St   (Gen.  Code,  §  8817),  which  provides,  inter 

a  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1911,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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alia,  tbat  "tbe  compftny  wUcb  issues  such  preferred  stock  shall 
reserye  the  priyllege  of  redeeming  and  canceling  tbe  sasae  at  par 
at  any  time  after  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  tesae."  fier.  St 
Ohio,  13264  <6en.  Cede,  18700),  which  is  a  part  of  the  general 
[IM]  oocporatioa  act,  provides  that  tile  lH>ard  of  di<«ctors  of  a 
corporation  nay«  "  with  the  written  ooasspt  of  the  persons  In  whose 
names  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  stands  on  the 
books  of  the  company,  rednoe  the  amoant  of  its  capital  stock, 
m  •  m  and  a  oertlfloate  of  such  action  shaU  be  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  State."  A  railroad  company  mrgaaiaed  under  each 
statutes  issued  both  common  and  preferred  stock,  hsving  equat 
voting  power;  the  preferred  being  the  greater  in  amount  Its 
articles  of  incorporation  and  each  certificate  of  stock,  whether  com- 
mon or  preferred,  contained  a  provision  that  ''all  the  preferred 
stock  is  and  will  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  company  to  redeon 
tbe  same  at  par  at  aay  time  after  three  years  from  the  date  of  its 
issue."  Held,  that  such  right  of  redemption  was  not  oaty  expressly 
given  by  statute^  but  was  also  a  matter  of  contract  oetween  the 
company  and  each  stockholder,  common  and  preferred,  and  one 
wbich  could  be  exercised  by  the  board  of  dirertons  as  a  part  of 
tbe  corporate  business  which  devolved  on  them  without  r^erenoe 
to  the  provisions  of  Rev.  St  Ohio,  S3264  (Gen.  Oodp.  S8700),  ru 
la  ting  to  tbe  reduction  of  capital  stock. 

[£kL  Nota— For  other  cases,  see  BaUroads,  Cent  Dig.  I  31;  Dec. 
Dig.  1X5.] 
BviDKNCB  (I  73) — Diaiczois — ^Psesumptioii  xh  Favob  or  Laoautt 
AND  Goon  Faith  of  Acra — In  the  absence  of  a  showing  of  the  votes 
cast  at  a  corporate  election,  the  presumption  is  that  the  beard  of 
directors  of  a  corporation  were  elected  by  all  of  the  stockholders, 
and  that  the  stockholders  in  so  doing  acted  in  their  own  interest 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Evidence,  Cent  Dig.  f  94;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  73.1 
CoBPosATioNs  (S  606) — Suit  Ikvolvinq  Rights  of  Stockholdas — 
Pasties. — Where  it  is  claimed  tbat  one  corporation  cannot  under 
tbe  statute  lawfully  own  the  stock  of  another,  a  court  cannot,  in  a 
suit  to  which  such  stockholding  corporation  is  not  a  party,  adjudge 
the  constitution  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  corporation  issuing 
the  stock  illegal,  on  the  ground  that  certain  of  Its  stock  was  held 
and  voted  at  the  corporate  election  by  such  stockholding  corpora  tioo. 

[£kl.  Note.— For  other  cases,  see  Corporations,  Cent  Dig.  {  1959; 
Dec.  Dig.  S  506.] 

COBFOaATIONS    (I   389) — ^POWEBS — HOLDING    STOCK  Uf-  OtHEB  CoBPOBA- 

TioNS — BuBDEN  OF  Pboof. — When  a  corporation  asserts  that  it  is 
clothed  with  a  given  power,  such  as  the  power  to  acquire  and  hold 
stock  in  another  corporation,  the  burden  rests  upon  it  to  show 
whence  such  power  and  right  are  derived. 
10870**— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1*  vol 
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[Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases^  see  Oorporations,  Gent  Dig.  f  IffTO; 
Dec.  Dig.  f  888.] 

Bailboads  (f  18) — ^PuBZJO  OB  Pbiyatk  Oobpobatiors. — ^A  railroad 
company  is  a  priTate  corporation,  bat  not  in  the  strict  sraise  of  the 
ordinary  business  corporation,  because  it  is  charged  with  duties  of 
a  public  nature  which  distinguish  it  firom  the  purely  and  strictly 
private  corporation.  In  many  respects  it  Is  a  private  corporation 
in  all  that  the  term  implies;  its  foundation  is  private^  it  is  organised 
for  gain,  and  its  strictly  private  rights  are  as  much  beyond  legisla- 
tive control  as  are  the  rights  of  the  purely  private  corporation. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Railroads,  Cent  Dig.  f  26;  Dec 
Dig.  f  18.] 

Statutes  (9  214) — Oonstbuotion — Lbqislativb  Ihteht. — ^In  the  con- 
struction  of  statutes  the  intent  of  the  law-makers  must  be  found  in 
the  statutes  themselves.  The  presumption  is  that  language  has 
been  employed  with  sufficient  precision  to  disclose  the  intent,  and, 
un*  [186]  less  an  examination  overthrows  the  presumption,  noth- 
ing remains  but  to  enforce  the  statute  as  written. 

[S3d.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Statutes,  Gent  Dig.  i  290;  Dec. 
Dig.  f  214.] 

Statutes  (i  217)— Conbtbuotion — ETxTsrifsio  Aids  to  Oorbtbuo- 
TioR. — In  construing  statutes  the  courts  should  not  close  their  eyes 
to  what  th^  know  of  the  history  of  the  country  and  of  the  law, 
of  the  condition  of  the  law  at  a  particular  time,  of  the  public 
necessities  felt,  and  other  kindred  things,  for  the  reason  that 
regard  must  be  had  to  the  words  in  which  the  statute  is  expressed 
as  applied  to  the  facts  existing  at  the  time  of  its  enactment. 

[Bd.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Statutes,  Gent  Dig.  f  286 ;  Dec 
Dig.  f  217.] 

RaILBOADS   (f  121) — PUBOHASE  OF  STOCK  or  OTHKB  GOlfPAKIES — OHIO 

Statute.— The  amendment  of  May  6,  1902,  to  Rev.  St  Ohio,  f  8296 
(96  Ohio  Laws,  p.  890),  now  section  8603,  Gen.  Gode,  which  pro- 
vides that  **  private  corporations  may  purchase  or  otherwise  acquire 
and  hold  shares  of  stock  in  other  kindred  but  not  competing  corpo- 
rations, whether  domestic  or  foreign,  but  this  shall  not  authorise 
the  formation  of  any  trust  or  combination  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
stricting trade  or  competition,"  applies  to  railroad  corporations, 
such  provisions  and  those  of  Rev.  St  Ohio,  f  8800  (Gen.  Gode, 
if  8806,  8807,  8800)  which  specifically  authorise  railroad  com- 
panies to  subscribe  for  stock  in  other  companies  under  certain  con- 
ditions, being  cumulative. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Railroads,  Gent.  Dig.  if  381- 
885 ;  Dec.  Dig.  f  121.] 

GOBFOBATIONS    (f    642) — FOBEIGN    GOBPOBATIONS — ^DOIKO    BUSINESS   HI 

State. — The  mere  ownership  of  stock  by  a  foreign  corporation  in  a 
domestic  corporation,  even  if  it  be  a  controlling  interest  does  not 
constitute  the  doing  of  business  in  the  state. 
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[Bd.  Note: — ^For  other  catMe,  see  Oorporatioiui,  Gent  Dig.  if  2S20- 
2527;  Dec.  Dig.  f  642.] 

FOTeign  corporatloiiB  "  doing  bnslneflB  "  In  state*  see  notes  to  Wag- 
ner y.  J.  d  O.  Meakln^  88  C.  a  A.  586;  Ammons  y.  Brunnoiok- 
BiOke^oUenSer  €o^  72  O.  O.  A.  822.] 
Ck>BPQBATiozr8  (fl  376,  440,  460)--Adthobitt  to  Bobbow  Momnr— 
PxnvoiB. — Where  a  coiporation  has  power  to  pnrchase  Its  own 
chares,  it  may  buy  them  on  credit,  or  may  borrow  money  on  mort- 
gage or  otherwise  to  pay  for  them. 

[Ed.  Note. — ^For  other  cases,  see  Ck)rporations,  Gent  Dig.  If  1680, 
1775-1777,  1818;  Dec.  Dig.  If  376,  440,  460.] 
WoBDS  AiTD  Phbasss — ^" RxDBM."— The  woxd  "redeem,"  as  used  In 
statutory  provisions  authorising  a  party  to  redeem,  means  "re- 
purchase." 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  toL  7, 
pp.  6022,  6023.] 

RaILBOADS    (I    121) — ^PUBOHASK  OF   STOCX   Uf    OTHKB   OOBFOBAnOHS-- 

**  Ck>icp]ETnrG  Linb."— By  the  terms  of  section  8806,  Gen.  Gode  Ohio, 
allowing  a  railroad  to  acquire  stoclE  in  another  line,  no  road  or  line 
may  be  termed  competing  until  it  is  constructed.  Gompetition  as 
between  railroads  necessarily  relates  to  transportation,  and,  in 
respect  to  transportation,  the  term  "competing"  signifies  a  road 
complete  and  ready  for  operation. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Railroads^  Gent.  Dig.  §9  381- 
886;  Dec.  Dig.  §  121.] 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  2,  pp.  1862, 
1863.] 
[186]  Statutes  (I  162) — ^Rbpbal  of  Spboial  bt  Gkneeal  Act — ^Bail- 

BOAD     GOHPANIBS — PUBCHASE     OF     STOCK     OF     OtHKB     GOBiPANICS — 

Ohio  Statutb — "  Glbablt  " — "  Gumulativb." — ^The  proyisions  of  the 
amendment  to  Rey.  St.  Ohio,  f  3256,  and  of  section  3300,  now  sections 
8806,  8807,  and  8809,  Qen.  Gode,  relating  to  stock  purchases  and 
holdings,  a(e  dearly  cumulatiye  and  meet  the  requirements  of  sec* 
tion  3269,  now  section  8733,  Gen.  Gode,  reciting  that  a  "special 
proyision  shall  goyem  unless  it  clearly  appear  that  the  proyisions  are 
cumulatiye  " — the  word  *'  clearly  "  meaning  in  a  dear  manner,  with- 
out obscurity,  without  entanglement  or  confusion,  without  uncer- 
tainty; and  "cumulatiye"  meaning  "additional,"  that  which  is 
superadded  to  another  thing  of  the  same  character  and  not  substi- 
tuted for  it 

[Ed.  Note.--For  other  cases»  see  Statutes,  Gent  Dig.  f  I  236-237 ; 
Dec.  Dig.  f  162.] 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  yol.  2,  pp.  1223, 
1788.] 
Gobpobatiorb  (1631) — ^Fobbion  Gobfobatiors — ^Ezbboisb  of  Ghabteb 
PowxBS — Rttib  of  Gomitt. — In  Ohio,  as  in  other  states  and  terri- 
tories. In  harmony  with  the  geiiecal  rule  of.  comity,  the  presumption 
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Is  Indnlged  that  a  oorporatkn  el  a  fordgii  gtate,  not  forbidden  by 
the  law  of  its  being,  may  exercise  within  the  state  the  general  pow- 
ers conferred  by  its  own  <diarter,  nnleas  it  is  prohibited  ircm  so 
doing  either  in  the  direct  legislative  enactments  of  the  states  or 
by  its  public  policy  as  deduced  from  the  general  course  of  togUa- 
tion,  or  from  the  settled  adjudications  of  its  higheet  court 
[Ed.  Note. — ^EV>r  other  cases,  see  Ck>rporation8,  Dec.  Dig.  §  6n.] 

In  Equity.  Suit  by  Howard  D.  Mannington,  Fred  H 
Schoedinger,  and  Ralph  E.  Westfall,  against  the  Hoddn; 
Valley  Railway  Company  and  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Bail- 
way  Company.  On  motion  by  defendants  to  dissolve  tempo- 
rary restraining  order  and  by  complainants  for  preliminary 
injunction.  Order  modified,  and  injunction  granted  in  modi- 
fied form. 

''This  case  is  here  on  removal.  The  defendant,  an  Ohio  corpora* 
tion,  was  organized  in  1809  to  take  over  the  Oolumbos,  HocklAg  Val- 
ley &  Toledo  Railway  Ck)mpany,  then  under  foreclosure,  and  all  of 
its  property  of  whatever  kind.  To  reduce  the  fixed  charges,  the  plan 
of  reorganisation  provided  for  a  reduction  of  the  ind^tednesB  to  be 
cared  for  and  for  the  issue  of  preferred  stock  as  compensation  for 
such  reduction.  It  also  provided  that:  'The  preferred  stock  wm  be 
entitled,  out  of  any  and  all  surplus  net  profits,  to  non-cumnlatiTe  divi- 
dends, whenever  declared  by  the  board  of  directors,  at  the  rate  of, 
but  not  exceeding  4  per  cent  per  annum,  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1899,  and  for  each  and  every  fiscal  year 
thereafter,  payable  in  preference  and  priority  to  any  payment  of  any 
dividends  on  the  common  stock  for  snch  fiscal  year;  In  addition 
thereto.  In  the  event  of  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  the  holders 
of  the  preferred  stock  siiall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  par  value  of 
the  preferred  shares  out  of  the  surplus  funds  of  the  corporatloo  lie- 
fore  anything  shall  be  paid  therefrom  to  the  holders  of  the  comciott 
stock/ 

**  The  defendant  was  authorized,  under  section  3800b,  Rev.  8t  Ohio, 
chapter  on  Railroad  Corpora tloos  (section  8805,  Gen.  Ck)de),  to  iasue 
preferred  as  well  as  common  stock  and  to  provide  in  its  articles  of  in- 
corporation '  terms  and  conditions  of  such  preferred  stock  In  addition 
to  MDd  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  section  3809'  (section 
8817,  Gen.  Code).  Section  3309  provides  that:  '  If  preferred  stock  be* 
issued,  the  company  may  guarantee  to  the  holders  thereof  semi-annual 
or  quarterly  dividends  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  six  per  cent  per 
annum,  payable  at  Its  office,  or  at  such  other  place  as  the  directors 
may  designate;  the  stock  may  be  sold  at  such  time  and  place,  either 
within  or  witliout  the  state,  as  may  be  deemed  advisable,  and  the 
proceeds  thereof  applied  to  the  purpose  for  which  It  Is  issaed;  the 
mipreferred  [187]  stock  of  the  company  shall  be  entitled  to  divi- 
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deuds  only  out  of  the  surpliui  of  the  profits,  after  setting  apart  a  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  the  dividends  upon  the  preferred  stock,  and  the  com- 
pany which  issues  such  preferred  stock  shall  reserve  the  privilege  of 
redeeming  and  canceling  the  same  at  par,  at  any  time  after  three 
years  ftom  tbe  date  of  its  issue;  and  the  preferred  stock  herein  pro- 
vided for  may  be  convertible  into  l>onds  of  the  company  at  the  option 
of  the  parties.* 

"  The  defoidant  inserted  in  its  articles  of  incorporation  and  in  every 
certificate  issued,  both  common  and  preferred,  the  following  language : 
'All  the  preferred  stock  is  and  will  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  com- 
pany to  redeem  the  same  at  par  at  any  time  after  three  years  from 
the  date  of  its^  Issue.'  260,000  shares  of  the  par  value  of  $100  per  share 
were  issued,  of  which  110,000  shares  were  common  and  160,000  shares 
were  preferred.  The  voting  power  was  given  to  both  kinds  of  »tock. 
The  preferred  stock  was  also  given  the  right  to  receive  out  of  the  net 
surplus  profits  a  4  per  cent  noncumulative  dividend  whenever  de- 
clared by  the  directors,  payable  In  preference  and  priority  to  the 
payment  of  any  dividends  on  the  common  stock.  In  case  of  the 
dissolution  of  the  corporation,  the  preferred  shardiolders  were  to 
receive  the  par  value  of  their  stock  out  of  the  surplus  funds  of  the 
corporation  before  payment  should  be  made  to  the  holders  of  common 
stock.  The  defendant's  board  of  directors  on  April  1,  1910,  resolved 
to  retire  the  preferred  stock  on  April  30th,  at  par  value»  plus  accrued 
interest  at  4  per  cent  from  December  81,  1009,  and  deposited  115,200.- 
000  with  J.  P.  Morgan  &  Ck).  of  New  York  City,  for  that  purpose.  At 
the  same  time  a  resolution  was  adopted,  calling  a  meeting  of  the 
stockholders  for  tbe  purpose  of  increasing  the  common  stock  to  Hie 
extent  of  $15,000,000.  Formal  notice  of  such  retirement  and  intended 
new  Issue  was  duly  givoi  in  New  York  papers.  The  proposed  changes 
were  also  conspicuously  noticed  in  a  leading  Columbus  newspaper. 
This  stock,  if  issued,  is  first  to  be  offered  to  the  conmKm  shareholders 
(the  number  of  which  is  not  shown)  according  to  their  holdings.  A 
pronounced  majority  of  the  preferred  stock  certificates  have  been 
deposited  with  Morgan  &  Co.  for  retirement,  and  stock  to  the  amount 
of  more  $5,000,000  had  been  redeemed  prior  to  the  granting  of  the 
herelnaftw  mentioned  restraining  order  prohibiting  such  retir^nent 
The  residue  of  the  fund,  amounting  to  about  $10,000,000,  awaits  the 
court's  action.  Section  3264,  Rev.  St,  of  the  general  incorporation 
act  (section  8700,  Gen.  Code),  provides:  '  The  board  of  directors  of  any 
such  corporation  may,  with  the  written  consent  of  the  persons  in  whose 
names  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  thereof  stands  on 
the  books  of  the  company,  reduce  the  amount  of  Its  capital  stock  and 
the  nominal  value  of  all  shares  thereof,  and  issue  certificates  there- 
for, but  the  rights  of  creditors  shall  not  be  affected  or  impaired 
thereby;  and  a  certificate  of  such  action  shall  be  filed  with  the  sec- 
retary of  stata' 

'*  The  defendant's  line  extends  from  Toledo,  Ohio,  through  the  coal 
nelds  of  South  Central  Ohio  to  the  Ohio  river.     The  road  of  the 
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Toledo  &  Ohio  Central  Railway  Comimny,  a  competing  and  paraUd 
line,  extending  from  Toledo  to  the  same  coal  fields,  connects  at  Gom- 
ing  with  the  Kanawha  &  Michigan  Bailway  Oompany,  with  which 
it  forms  a  continuous  line  ezt^iding  into  the  coal  fields  of  West  Vir- 
ginia and  terminating  at  Gauley  Bridge  In  that  state.  The  Zanesville 
&  Western  Bailway  Company  also  enters  the  Ohio  coal  fields.  The 
def^idant  as  contemplated  by  the  reorganization  plan,  acquired  con- 
trol through  stockholdings  not  only  of  various  coal  companies  and 
large  areas  of  coal  lands,  but  also  of  the  Kanawha  &  Michigan  Rail- 
way Company,  and  the  Toledo  &  Ohio  Central  Bailway  Company. 
The  last-named  company  in  turn  owned  the  stock  of  the  Zanesrille 
&  Western  Railway  Company.  The  defendant  thus  dominated  thiee 
other  coal  roads. 

*'  In  1903  the  Trunk  Line  Syndicate  was  formed,  consisting  of  the 
Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Bailway  Company,  a  Virginia  corporation,  the 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  Bailroad  Company,  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan 
Southern  Bailroad  Company  (a  controlled  line  of  the  New  York  Cen- 
tral &  Hudson  Riyer  Railway  Company),  the  Pittsburg,  Cincinnati, 
Chicago  &  St  Louis  Railway  Company  (a  controlled  line  of  tbe 
Penngylvania  Company),  and  the  Brie  Railroad  Company.  The 
Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railway  Company  became  the  owner  of  11,540 
shares  of  the  common  stock  of  the  defendant  company.  The  other 
members  of  the  syn[  188  ]dlcate  owned  In  the  aggregate  57,702  shares 
of  such  stock.  The  indicate  company  thus  owned  a  majority  of  the 
defendant's  common  stock.  Through  an  advisory  committee  they 
interfered  in  the  management  of  the  defendant's  affairs.  They  did 
not,  however,  own  any  part  of  the  defendant's  preferred  stock,  which 
was  held  and  owned  by  about  1,200  different  persons.  The  roads  com- 
prising the  Trunk  Line  Syndicate  reach  the  coal  fields  of  South- 
eastern Ohio,  West  Virginia,  and  the  Pittsburg  district  All  of  the 
hereinbefore  named  roads  were  interested  and  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  coal  from  the  coal  fields  reached  by  them  respectively  to 
the  Upper  Lakes  and  the  Northwest  The  deftodant,  in  a  quo  war- 
ranto proceeding  having  been  ousted  from  its  stockholdings  in  coal 
companies  and  the  railways  controlled  by  it  (12  Ohio  Clr.  Ct  B. 
[N.  S.]  49,  146),  proceeded  to  dispose  of  such  holdings,  and  subse- 
Quent  to  such  last  annual  Section  of  directors  the  Chesapeake  Com- 
pany acquired  the  57,702  shares  of  the  defendant's  common  stock 
owned  by  the  other  members  of  the  Trunk  Line  Syndicate.  Certain 
of  the  directors  of  the  defendant  company  resigned,  whereupon  as  au- 
thorized by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  company  and  by  section 
8248,  Rev.  St  (section  8662,  Gen.  Code),  the  remaining  directors 
filled  the  vacancies  so  created  for  the  unexpired  term  by  appointment 
The  appointees  were  persons  connected  with  the  Chesapeake  Com- 
pany, who,  it  is  asserted  by  the  plaintiffs  and  denied  by  the  defendant 
were  mere  dummies,  hostile  to  the  interests  of  the  Hocking  Company, 
and  will  subject  it  to  the  domination  of  the  Chesapeake  Company. 
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Tlie  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Ck>iniMuiy  In  the  mean* 
time  acquired  all  of  the  stock  of  the  Toledo  &  Ohio  Gentral  Hallway 
Company  and  of  the  ZaneaviUe  &  Western  Railway  Company,  and  a 
portion  of  that  of  the  Kanawha  &  Michigan  Railway  Company,  which 
connects  with  the  Toledo  &  Ohio  Central  Railway  Company  at  Com- 
ini^,  Ohio,  and  also  touches  the  defendant  company's  line  at  different 
points  in  Ohio.  Another  portion  of  the  stock  of  the  Kanawha  &  Michi- 
gan Railway  Company  was  purchased  by  the  Chesapeake  Company, 
and  a  third  portion  is  owned  by  parties  other  than  the  Lake  Shore 
&  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company  and  the  Chesapeake  Company. 
These  two  last-named  companies  have  made,  or  are  about  to  make, 
an  arrangemoit  whereby  they  will  each  have  representaticm  on  the 
directory  of  the  Kanawha  &  Michigan  Railway  Company's  road  and 
each  have  the  use  of  its  tracks  for  transporting  coal  firom  West  Vir- 
ginia to  the  Northwest;  the  loaded  trains  proceeding  northward  from 
Ita  northern  connections  over  the  defoidant's  road,  and  the  empty 
trains  returning  southward  over  the  Toledo  ^  Ohio  Central  Railway 
Company's  road  to  its  connection  with  the  Kanawha  &  Michigan,  and 
tlience  over  its  tracks  to  points  In  West  Virginia.  The  Chesapeake 
Company,  through  proceeds  derived  from  the  sale  of  its  bonds,  in- 
tends to  buy  a  majority  of  defendant's  new  common  stock  issue. 

^  The  plaintiffs,  who  are  stoclcholders  in  the  defendant  company,  In 
bebalf  of  themselves  and  all  other  stockholders,  filed  a  petition  against 
the  defendant — ^the  Chesapeake  Company  not  being  made  a  party — ^in 
the  state  court  April  27,  1910.  They  charge  that  the  defendant  and 
iti  controlled  roads  and  the  Trunk  Line  Syndicate  entered  into  an 
unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  to  stifle  competition  and  restrain 
trade  in  the  mining  and  shipping  of  coal  from  the  coal  fields  of  Ohio, 
West  Virginia,  and  Penn^lvania  to  the  Upper  Lakes  and  the  North- 
west Many  specific  acts  of  wrongdoing  in  the  way  of  discrimination 
in  rates  against  independent  coal  operators  and  against«the  rights  of 
stockholders,  and  in  violation  of  the  state  and  federal  laws,  are  al- 
leged, which  acts  are  claimed  to  work  direct,  actual,  specific  personal 
injury  to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  other  stodcholders.  Th^  allege  that 
the  purchase  of  the  defendant's  stock  by  the  Chesapeake  Company 
from  the  other  members  of  the  Trunk  Line  Syndicate  and  the  sale  by 
the  defendant  company  of  its  stoclcholdlngs  were  a  mere  device  to 
evade  the  decree  of  the  state  court;  that  the  defendant  and  the  roads 
formerly  controlled  by  it,  the  Chesapeake  Company,  and  the  Lake 
Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company,  intend  to  perpetuate 
the  course  of  wrongful  conduct  pursued  while  the  Trunk  Line  Syndi- 
cate was  in  esdstence  and  the  defendant  company  controlled  the  roads 
whose  stock  it  owned;  that  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Hocking 
Company  is  not  a  legal  board;  that  the  proposed  retirement  of  its 
preferred  stock  and  the  issuing  of  common  stock  is  illegal ;  that  such 
preferred  stock  can[189]not  be  retired  except  by  vote  of  the  stock- 
holders; that  the  funds  of  the  defendant  cannot  be  applied  to  the 
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redrement  of  the  preferred  stock — such  funds  so  deposited  with  J.  P. 
Morgan  &  Ga  eonsistlng  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  its  former 
stockholdings  in  ether  roads  and  coal  companies  and  12,500.000  of 
borrowed  money;  that  it  cannot  legally  horrew  money  for  the  retire- 
mmit  of  preferred  stock ;  that  the  Chesapeake  Company  can  not  law- 
fully acquire  and  hirid  stock  in  the  ^teAmdant  company;  and  that  the 
Chesapeake  Company,  which  has  transported  West  Virginia  coal  to 
the  Upper  Lakes  by  carrying  it  to  Cincinnati  and  Ironton,  Ohio,  and 
thence  shipping  it  over  the  Cincinnati,  Hamilton  ft  Dayton  Railway 
Company  and  the  Detroit,  Toledo  &  Ironton  Railway  Company,  re- 
spectively, to  Toledo  and  the  Northwest,  is  a  competitor  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  shipment  of  coal.  All  these  things  were  denied  by  the 
defendant,  and,  after  the  Chesapeake  Company  was  made  a  party,  by 
It  also.  For  the  purposes  of  this  opinion  a  more  detailed  statement  of 
the  petition  is  unnecessary. 

^  On  an  ex  parte  hearing  an  order  issued  from  the  state  conrt  re- 
straining the  defendant,  among  other  things,  from  retiring  Its  pre- 
ferred stock,  from  taking  any  action  in  that  behalf,  and  ftom  using 
or  disbursing  any  of  its  assets  or  funds  for  that  purpose;  from  in- 
creasing its  common  stock  or  taking  any  action  in  regard  thereto  In 
consequence  of  any  direction,  authority,  or  alleged  action  of  Its 
common  stockholders,  and  from  calling  or  holding  any  meeting  of 
such  common  stockholders;  from  recognising  the  Chesapeake  Com- 
pany as  a  sto(HUiolder  and  permitting  it  or  any  one  acting  in  its  behalf 
to  vote  any  stock  held  by  it  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  defendant 
company ;  from  borrowing  any  money  for  the  retirement  of  preferred 
stock ;  and  from  doing  any  of  the  threatened  illegal  and  unlawful  acts 
alleged  in  the  petition.  Thereafter  the  defendant  moved  to  modify 
the  restraining  order  so  as  to  permit  the  retirement  of  its  preferred 
stock  to  proceed  and  the  use  and  disbursement  of  the  funds  held  and 
deposited  for*  that  purpose,  and  also  to  permit  the  holding  of  meetings 
of  its  common  stockholders.  The  motion  to  modify  the  restraining 
order  was  heard  and  submitted.  Counsel  are  not  agreed,  and  the 
record  Is  not  clear,  as  to  whether  a  motion  for  a  temporary  injunction 
was  submitted  at  the  same  time  or  not  On  the  morning  of  May  10th 
the  conrt  announced  a  denial  of  the  motion  to  modify  and  granted  a 
temporary  injunction.  Shortly  thereafter  a  snflleient  petition  and 
bond  for  removal  to  this  court  were  filed,  and  the  court's  attention 
was  directed  to  that  fhct.  A  few  minutes  later  the  order  for  ronoval 
was  submitted  fbr  Its  allowance.  Thereafter,  and  b^bre  taking  any 
other  action,  the  court  appointed  receivers  fbr  the  defendant  company. 
Nearly  three  hours  later,  after  the  noon  recess,  the  court  approved  an 
entry  overruling  the  motion  to  modify  the  restraining  order,  granting 
an  Injunction,  fixing  the  injunction  bond,  appolnthig'  receivers,  and 
fixing  their  bond,  whk^  entry  was  Jounallaed  and  such  bonds  given. 
Tlie  court  also  appnyved  an  eatry  dedlning  *  to  make  any  order  one 
way  or  the  other '  as  to  the  removal  of  the  cause  to  this  court,  for  the 
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reason  tbat  it  had  'no  jnrifldictlon  or  power  to  decide  the  gaeetion 
Inrolved  by  the  petition  for  removal/  The  intervenor,  Stanton,  has 
for  some  years  past  owned  600  shares  of  the  defendant's  stock.  The 
plaintiffs  own  In  the  aggregate  1^  shares  of  the  preferred  stock,  of 
which  125  shares  were  purchased  shortly  prior  to  the  last  October 
corporate  election,  and  25  riiares  shortly  subsequent  thereto.  Th^ 
also  own  90  shares  of  tiie  oomnioa  stock,  which  were  acquired  after 
the  redemption  of  the  preferred  stock  had  been  ordered  by  the  de- 
feDiiant's  board  of  directors.  Certified  copies  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  state  court  have  been  filed  in  this  court.  The  case  is  submitted  on 
the  pleadings,  af&davitSy  and  records  and  documents  offered  as 
exhibits." 

Cyrug  HuUngy  Smith  W.  Bennett,  and  W.  H.  Jones,  for 
plaintiffs. 

Lofwrenee  MaatoeUj  for  Chesspeaks  &  O.  By.  Co. 

Wilson  and  West,  James  H.  Hoyt,  and  Lawre7i>ce  MaxweU, 
tor  defendant  company. 

Wade  H.  EUis  and  ChaUen  B.  Ellis,  for  SUntoa 

Satbr,  District  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above). 

The  petition  and  bond  for  removal  to  this  cofurt,  which 
were  filed  and  [140]  brought  to  the  state  court's  attrition 
soon  after  it  rendered  its  opinion  refusing  to  modify  the  re- 
straining order  and  granting  a  temporary  injunction,  are, 
and  are  conceded  to  be,  suffici^it  in  substance  and  form.  An 
order  for  removal  was  presented  to  it  for  allowance ;  but,  in- 
stead of  allowing  sudi  order  or  determining  the  sufSciency 
of  the  petition  and  bond,  the  court  proceeded  to  appoint 
receivers  for  the  defendant,  the  Hocking  Valley  Bailway 
Company.  The  entry  overruling  the  motion  to  modify  the 
restraining  order,  allowing  a  temporary  injunction,  fixing 
the  amount  of  the  injunction  bond,  appointing  receivers,  and 
fixing  their  bond,  was  not  approved,  filed,  or  journalized 
until  nearly  three  hours  later.  The  petition  charges  a  viola- 
tion of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  (Act  July  2,  1800,  c. 
647,  26  Stat.  209  [U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8200]  >,  whereby 
certain  direct,  actual,  and  special  injuries  are  inflicted  on 
and  threatened  to  the  plaintiffs  and  intervener,  indepemlent 
of  those  caused  to  the  general  public,  or  to  all  alike,  merely 
from  the  suppression  of  competition  in  trade  and  commerce 
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among  the  states.  This  court,  therefore,  has  jurisdiction. 
Bigelow  v.  Calumet  dk  Hecla  Min.  Co.  (C.  C.)  156  Fed.  869, 
and  167  Fed.  721,  94  C.  C.  A.  13;  Mers  Capstde  Co.  v.  V.  8. 
Capsule  Co.  (C.  Cl)  67  Fed.  414;  A.  Booth  dk  Co.  v.  Davis 
(C.  C.)  127  Fed.  876,  and  131  Fed.  81,  65  C.  C.  A.  269; 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie  Grain  dk  Stock  Co.,  198  U.  S.  236, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  687, 49  L.  Ed.  1031 ;  Robinson  v.  Suburban  Brick 
Co.,  127  Fed.  804,  62  C.  C.  A.  484;  Leonard  v.  Abner-Drury 
Brewing  Co,,  25  App.  D.  C.  161 ;  Ch/dmers  Chemical  Co.  v. 
Chadeloid  Chemical  Co.  (CO.)  175  Fed.  995;  Vni(yn  Trust 
Co.  V.  Atchison,  T.  ds  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (C-  C.)  64  Fed.  724;  /n  iv 
Debs,  158  U.  S.  564, 600, 15  Sup.  Ct,  900, 39  L.  Ed.  1092. 

It  consequently  follows  that  on  the  filing  of  the  petition 
and  bond,  the  case  being  removable,  it  was,  by  the  terms  of 
section  3,  c  866,  Act  Aug.  13, 1888, 25  Stat  436  (U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  510) ,  ^^  the  duty  of  the  state  court  to  accept  said 
petition  and  bond  and  proceed  no  further  in  such  suit'*  Its 
authority  to  take  any  further  proceedings  in  the  case,  except 
to  examine  into  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  removal  papers, 
ceased,  ipso  facto  (Black's  Dillon  on  Bemoval  of  Causes, 
§  189;  RaOroad  Co.  v.  Koontz,  104  U.  S.  14,  26  L.  Ed  643; 
Foster's  Fed.  Pr.  [4th  Ed.]  1686,  1687),  and  that  of  this 
court  attached  ( 18  Ehcy.  PL  &  Pr.  347 ;  Marshall  v.  Holmes, 
141  U.  S.  594, 12  Sup.  Ct  62, 36  L.  Ed.  870;  Steamship  Co.  v. 
Tugman,  106  U.  S.  122,  1  Sup.  Ct  58,  27  L.  Ed.  87;  Mof^ 
roe  V.  Wmiamson  [C.  C]  81  Fed.  977;  Probst  v.  Oau>en 
[C.  C]  91  Fed.  981;  Foster's  Fed.  Pr.  [4th  Ed.]  1585, 1686). 
A  formal  order  of  removal  is  usual;  but  such  order  by  the 
state  court  was  not  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  this 
court,  nor  could  it  by  declining  to  make  such  order  prevent 
jurisdiction  from  attaching  here.  Kern  v.  Huidekopery  103 
U.  S.  490,  26  L.  Ed.  364;  Hubbard  v.  Chicago,  M.  dk  St.  P. 
Ry.  Co.  (C.  C.)  176  Fed.  994;  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Koontz.  Its 
authority  to  proceed  further  in  the  case  having  ended,  all 
subsequent  action  had  therein,  including  the  appointment  of 
receivers  and  approval  of  entries,  was  coram  non  judioe  and 
absolutely  void.  FlirU  v.  Coifin  (C.  C.  A.)  176  Fed.  872, 
874 ;  Gordon  v.  Longest,  16  Pet  97, 10  L.  Ed.  900 ;  Virginia 
V.  Rives,  100  U.  S.  813,  317,  26  L.  Ed.  667$  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Koontz. 
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[141]  The  plaintiffs  assert  that  the  state  court's  announce- 
ment  of  the  granting  of  a  temporary  injunction  has,  never- 
theless, all  the  force  and  effect  of  a  judgment,  and  cite 
State  y.  Meacham^  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  B.  81,  and  Black  on 
Judgments,  §  106.  Their  position  is  that  a  judgment,  though 
not  entered,  is  still  a  judgment,  that  the  omission  to  enter 
it  does  not  destroy  it,  and  that  its  vitality  does  not  remain 
in  abeyance  until  it  is  recorded.  The  defendant  company 
appeals  to  the  Ohio  statutes  and  asserts  that  the  court^s 
announcement  of  its  conclusions  does  not  rise  to  the  dignity 
of  a  judgment  and  is  wholly  ineffective,  and  that  it  is  en- 
titled to  a  hearing  in  this  court  on  its  motion  to  modify  the 
restraining  order  filed  in  the  state  court  The  General  Code 
classifies  injunctions  under  ^^  provisional  remedies."  It  does 
not  designate  a  temporary  injunction  as  a  judgment.  A 
temporary  injunction  is  a  provisional  remedy  (section 
11,875),  a  temporary  order  (section  11,876),  and  when 
granted  is  allowed  as  a  temporary  remedy  (section  11,879). 
It  is  not  a  judgment.  The  judgment  in  an  injunction  suit 
is  the  final  order  rendered  in  the  court  in  which  the  trial  of 
the  action  is  had.  Sections  11,879,  11,875.  This  is  in  har- 
mony with  section  11,582,  which  declares  that  "  a  judgment 
is  the  final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in 
action,"  and  defines  an  order  to  be  ^^  a  direction  of  a  court 
or  judge,  made  or  rendered  in  writing  and  not  included  in 
a  judgment."  An  order  does  not  become  effective  until  it  is 
entered  on  the  journal.  It  lacks  finality,  and  hence  tlie 
qualities  or  the  consequences  of  a  judgment.  23  Cyc  667; 
FinneU  v.  Burt^  2  Handy,  202.  Section  11,882  provides 
that: 

"Unless  otherwise  provided  by  special  statute,  no  injunction  shall 
operate  until  the  party  obtaining  it  gives  a  bond  executed  by  sufficient 
surety,  to  be  approved  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  granting  the  injunc- 
tion, in  an  amount  to  be  fixed  by  the  court  or  judge  allowing  it,  to 
secure  to  the  party  enjoined  the  damages  he  may  sustain,  if  it  be 
finally  decided  that  the  Injunction  ought  not  to  have  been  granted.*' 

As  tiie  bond  was  not  executed  until  after  the  court  had 
approved  the  entry  fixing  the  amount,  at  which  time  it  had 
lost  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  the  bond  is  void.  The  tem- 
porary injunction  authorized  by  the  court  consequently  never 
became  operative  or  binding  on  the  defendant    Section 
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11,885.  The  status  of  the  state  judge's  orally  expressed  de- 
termination allowing  the  temporary  injunction,  as  fixed  by 
the  state  statute,  accords  with  the  federal  rule.  Judson  v. 
Oage^  98  Fed.  640,  642,  39  C.  C.  A.  166.  The  views  above 
expressed  also  find  support  in  Coe  v.  Erh^  S9  Ohio  St  259. 
52  N.  E.  640,  69  Am.  St  Rep.  764. 

The  case,  therefore,  came  into  this  court  with  the  defend- 
ant's motion  to  modify  the  restraining  order  still  standing. 
The  much-discussed  question  of  the  right  of  this  court,  under 
the  facts  presented,  to  review  the  action  of  the  state  court, 
and  the  propriety  of  its  so  doing,  does  not  arise.  Section  4 
of  the  judiciary  act  (act  March  3,  1875,  c.  137,  18  Stat.  471 
[U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  511]),  relating  to  the  removal  of 
causes,  among  other  things,  provides  that: 

"All  injunctions,  orders  and  otber  proceedings  bad  In  such  suit 
prior  to  its  removal  shall  remain  in  full  fbrce  and  effect  until  dis- 
solved or  modified  by  the  court  to  which  such  salt  shall  be  removed.** 

[1421  The  power  to  modify  or  dissolve  the  order  made  by 
the  state  court  is  thus  expressly  conferred.  The  federal 
courts  have  always,  after  the  removal  of  a  case,  exercised  the 
right  to  hear  and  act  on  a  motion  filed  in  the  state  court  to 
modify  or  vacate  a  restraining  order  or  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion. But  two  cases,  decided,  however,  by  distinguished  and 
discriminating  judges,  will  be  cited  in  support  of  the  rule, 
Board  of  Corners  v.  Peirce  (C.  C.)  90  Fed.  764,  decided  by 
Judge  Taft,  and  Perry  v.  Sharpe  (C.  C.)  8  Fed.  15,  decided 
by  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  sitting  on  the  circuit  in  this  district 

The  plaintiffs  deny  that  the  power  to  redeem  and  cancel 
the  preferred  stock  is  conferred  on  the  directors,  and  assert 
that  the  resolution  for  its  retirement  adopted  by  them  is 
wholly  ineffectual,  and  will  not  only  constitute  a  purchase 
by  the  corporation  of  its  own  shares,  but  will  also  operate 
as  a  reduction  of  the  capital  stock,  and  that  such  reduction 
can  be  lawfully  made  only  afi  provided  by  section  3264  of 
the  general  corporation  act  (section  8700,  Gen.  Code).  That 
section  requires  the  written  consent  of  the  persons  in  whose 
names  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  stands 
on  the  books  of  the  c(»npany,  and  the  filing  of  a  certificate 
of  such  action  with  the  Secretary  of  State.  The  defendant 
disputes  the  correctness  of  their  position. 
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A  permanent  reduction  of  stock  or  diminution  of  assets 
is  not  purposed.  The  resolution  which  provides  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  preferred  stock  also  calls  for  a  meeting  of 
the  stockholders,  as  required  by  section  3308,  Key.  St.  (sec- 
tion 8816,  G^.  Code) ,  to  vote  upon  an  issue  of  common  stock 
to  take  the  place  of  that  redeemed  and  canceled.  In  the  re- 
organization of  the  Hocking  Valley  &  Toledo  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  acquisition  of  its  property  by  the  defendant, 
in  1899,  the  preferred  stock  was  issued  by  the 'defendant  com- 
pany to  reduce  fixed  charges  and  to  lift  some  of  the  indebted- 
ness for  which  it  was  required  to  provide  in  taking  over  its 
predecessor's  property.  The  railway  act  not  only  authorized 
the  issue  of  preferred  stock,  but  its  mandate  was  that  the 
defendant  company  '^  shall  reserve  the  privilege  of  redeeming 
and  canceling  Uie  same  at  par  at  any  time  after  three  years 
from  the  date  of  its  issue."  To  avoid  misapprehension  on 
the  part  of  any  one  subsequently  dealing  with  the  stock,  not 
only  was  the  right  of  redemption  thus  exacted  reserved  in  the 
articles  of  incorporation,  but  into  every  certificate  of  stock, 
common  and  preferred,  there  was  written : 

**  All  the  preferred  stock  is  and  wiU  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
company  to  redeem  the  same  at  par  at  any  time  after  three  years 
ftom  the  date  of  Its  issue.*' 

The  statute,  as  did  the  defendant,  contemplated  that  the 
preferred  stock  should  be,  or  at  least  might  be,  of  a  tem- 
porary character.  Its  holders  are  in  fact  stockholders  and 
not  creditors  {Miller  v.  Ratterman^  47  Ohio.  St.  141,  24  N.  E. 
496  ) ,  and  yet,  as  was  said  in  the  case  of  Weidenfeld  v.  Northern 
Padpi  Ry.  Co.,  129  Fed.  305,  63  C.  C.  A.  537,  the  facts  of 
which  in  many  respects  resemble  those  of  this  case,  the  pre- 
ferred stock  retains  to  some  degree  the  quality  of  the  original 
indebtedness  which  it  succeeded.  The  issue  of  preferred 
shares  by  a  [143]  incorporation,  it  is  true,  increases  the 
capital  stock;  but  it  is  also  frequently  the  means,  as  every  ex- 
perienced lawyer  knows,  of  raising  money  by  pledge  of  the 
company's  income.  Morawetz,  Corp.  §  468.  The  holders  of 
the  defendant's  preferred  shares  as  against  the  holders  of 
its  common  shares  were  given  a  preferential  right  in  the 
payment  of  dividends,  and,  in  ease  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
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corporation,  in  the  distribation  of  its  assets.  That  the  re- 
demption of  the  preferred  stock,  whether  common  stock  be 
substituted  in  its  stead  or  not,  would  be  advantageous  to  the 
hcMers  of  the  common  stock,  is  apparent.  As  against  the 
advantages  conferred  on  the  holders  of  preferred  stock,  the 
right  to  redeem  it  was  by  unanimous  consent  reserved.  It 
is  unquestioned  law  that  the  defendant's  charter  constitutes 
a  contract  between  the  corporation  and  its  stockholders. 
Cook,  Ciorp.  (4th  Ed.)  §  498.  Stock  in  the  railway  company 
is  held  by  contract  between  the  corporation  and  its  stock- 
holders. Toledo  BaTik  v.  Bond^  1  Ohio  St.  649.  A  certifi- 
cate of  stock  is  the  muniment  of  the  stockholder's  title  and 
evidence  of  his  right,  and  in  this  case  it  also  substantially 
expresses  the  contract  between  the  corporation  and  his  co- 
stockholders  and  himself.  Kent  v.  QuieksUver  Min.  Co.^  78 
N.  Y.  169, 180.  The  recitals  in  the  articles  of  incorporation 
and  the  stock  certificates,  to  borrow  the  language  of  Chan- 
cellor Kent,  ^^  are  of  the  character  and  authority  of  perma- 
nent constitutional  provisions,  binding  upon  all  ^^  members, 
when  adopted  by  all,  as  a  solemn  contract,  and  *  *  * 
they  can  only  be  abolished  by  the  like  concurrent  will  by 
which  they  were  adopted."  Livingston  v.  Lynch,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  573,  595.  The  provision  relating  to  the  re- 
demption of  preferred  stock  inserted  in  the  articles  of  in- 
corporation and  in  the  stock  certificates  was  within  the  terms 
of  the  statute,  and  each  stockholder,  by  his  purduise  and 
acceptance  of  stock,  assented  to  such  provision  and  became 
bound  thereby  as  a  part  of  a  valid  and  enforceable  contract 
between  himself  and  the  corporation.  Haekett  v.  Northern 
Pac.  By  Co.,  36  Misc.  Rep.  588, 78  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087 ;  Weiden- 
feld  V.  NoHhem  Poo.  By.  Co.,  129  Fed.  305,  68  C.  C.  A.  687; 
Haekett  v.  Northern  Pac.  By.  Co.  (C.  C.)  140  Fed.  717; 
Thompson  on  Corp.  (2d  Ed.)  §  8600;  Cook,  Corp.  (6th  Ed.) 
pp.  742,  745,  and  Note;  Hamlin  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  ds  K.  0.  B. 
Co.,  78  Fed.  664,  672,  24  C.  C.  A.  271, 86  L.  E.  A.  826;  Qark 
&  Marshall  on  Corp.,  pp.  8476,  8480,  1811,  1812;  Miller  v. 
Batterman,  47  Ohio  St.  141,  24  N.  E.  496. 

In  Coppin  v.  Oreenleea,  88  Ohio  St.  275, 48  Am.  Rep.  426, 
it  is  said  that  the  decided  weight  of  authority^  both  in  Eng- 
land and  in  the  United  States,  is  against  the  existence  of 
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the  power  of  a  corporation  to  buy  and  sell  its  own  stock, 
unless  such  power  is  conferred  by  express  grant  The  foun- 
dation principle,  upon  which  such  cases  rest,  and  which  has 
been  frequently  and  emphatically  declared  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ohio,  is  that  a  corporation  possesses  no  powers  ex- 
cept such  as  are  conferred  upoi^  it  by  its  charter,  either  by 
express  grant  or  necessary  implication.  Under  the  Ohio  rule 
the  law  of  the  case  is  stated  in  the  syllabus,  and  what  was 
actually  decided  was: 

''An  executory  agreement  between  a  manufacturing  corporation  of 
this  state  and  one  of  its  stock  holders,  for  the  purchase  of  the  stock 
of  such  cor[144]poration,  by  the  former  from  the  latter,  cannot 
be  enforced  either  by  action  for  specific  performance  or  for  damages.'* 

The  denial  of  the  right  to  purchase  its  own  stock  was 
based  on  the  absence  of  a  grant  of  power  so  to  do  and  the 
constitutional  provision  which  imposed  a  double  statutory 
liability  on  stockholders  for  the  satisfaction  of  debts  due 
corporate  creditors.  But  in  this  case  the  grant  of  power 
exists,  and  the  double  statutory  liability  has  been  abrogated 
by  constitutional  amendment.  I  have  been  cited  to  no  Ohio 
case,  and  I  have  found  none,  which  announces,  as  an  inflexi- 
ble rule,  that  a  corporation  may  not  purchase  its  own  stock, 
or  that  the  mode  prescribed  by  section  8700,  Gen.  Code,  for 
the  reduction  of  capital  stock,  is  exclusive.  In  the  Coppin 
case  it  is  said: 

"If  it  were  averred  that  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  this  stock 
from  the  defendant,  or  from  others^  under  an  agreement  with  the 
company  that  it  buy  the  same  from  him  when  he  quit  its  employ- 
ment, or  if  the  contract  of  purchase  by  the  defendant  had  been  exe- 
cuted, very  different  questions  would  arise." 

If  the  corporation  could  have  purchased  its  stock  by  virtue 
of  an  agreement  that  it  should  buy  the  same  whenever  the 
stockholder  chose  to  quit  its  employment,  and  such  is  appar- 
ently the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  court's  language, 
and  such  it  was  held  in  Fremont  Carriage  Co.  v.  Thomsen, 
65  Neb.  870,  91  N.  W.  376,  a  corporation  may  lawfully  bind 
itself  to  do,  it  must  follow  that  it  could  have  purchased  the 
stock  if  the  contract  had  been  that  it  should  so  do  whenever 
it  exercised  the  privilege  of  discharging  him.    The  Coppin 
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case  dealt  with  an  e^^ecutory  contract.  This  is  a  case  of  exe- 
cuted contract  of  sale,  but  unexecuted  as  to  the  surrender  of 
stock  for  redemption  and  cancellation  at  the  stipulated  price. 
The  defendant  has  performed  its  4)art  of  the  contract  to  the 
extent  of  tendering  the  agreed  price  for  redemption.  The 
plaintiff's  refusal  to  perform  rests  on  a  denial  of  the  regu- 
larity of  the  manner  in  which  the  redemption  is  ordered, 
although  it  is  manifest  that  the  redemption  and  cancellation 
ordered  by  the  directors,  and  heretofore  unanimously  agreed 
upon,  would  receive  the  approval  of  a  large  majority  of  the 
shareholders  were  the  question  submitted  to  them  for  action 
or  their  reaffirmance  of  their  contract  necessary.  In  Morgan 
V.  Lewis,  46  Ohio  St.  1,  17  N.  E.  558,  the  plaintiff  sold  cer- 
tain  real  estate  to  the  corporation  and  was  paid  in  corporate 
stock.  Subsequently,  differences  having  arisen,  an  exchange 
back  was  made  in  settlement.  The  corporation  had  no  debts, 
and  no  one  was  injured  by  the  transaction.    It  was  held : 

''Tkat  no  Inllexible  rule  has  been  recogiiized  bj  tiUs  court  that  a 
corporation  wmj  not  in  any  case,  nor  for  any  purpose,  receive  its  own 
Stock.  *  ^  *  It  being  the  law  of  our  state  that  there  are  exceptions 
to  the  general  rule  that  corporations  may  not  deal  In  their  own  stock, 
all  persons  dealing  with  this  company  must  be  held  to  have  doae  00 
in  the  light  of  this  state  of  the  law." 

The  stock,  it  is  true,  was  held  not  to  be  canceled ;  but  it 
was  nevertheless  so  far  canceled  that  it  was  non-assessable 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  who  enforced  the  double  statutory 
liability  when  the  corporation  subsequently  became  insdlvent. 
Other  cases  illustrating  excep[145]tions  to  the  general 
rule  are  Taylor  v.  Miami  Exporting  Co.^  6  Ohio,  176,  State 
V.  Franklin  Bank,  10  Ohio,  92,  97,  Cincinnati,  ef'C.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Duckworth,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  618,  Sanderson  v.  /Ktna  Iron 
Co.,  34  Ohio  St.  442.  In  all  of  the  above-cited  Ohio  cases 
the  stock  purchases  were  made  by  the  executive  officers  of 
the  corporation,  and  not  on  a  vote  of  the  stockholders.  Iii 
many  of  the  states,  in  the  absence  of  charter  restrictions 
against  the  redemption  or  repurchase  of  its  shares,  where 
the  provision  therefor  is  not  kept  secret,  shares  may  be  issued 
subject  to  the  stipulation  that  they  may  be  bought  back  at 
the  option  of  the  corporation.  Machen,  Corp.  §§  640,  625 ; 
Cook,  Corp.  (4th  Ed.)  §§  311,  312;  note  to  HaU  v.  Bender- 
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8<m,  61  L.  R.  A.  621;  In  re  Castle  Braid  Co.  (D.  C.)  145 
Fed.  224 ;  Bumes  v.  Bumes,  137  Fed.  781,  70  C.  C.  A.  357 ; 
U.  S.  Mineral  Co.  v.  DriscoU,  106  Va.  663,  56  S.  E.  661,  117 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1028;  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency  Law  (2d  Ed.)  818; 
Fremont  Carriage  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Thomsen^  65  Neb.  370,  91 
N.  W.  376;  Vent  v.  Duluth  Coffee  <&  Spice  Co.^  64  Minn. 
307,  67  N.  W.  70.  And  in  such  instances  such  power  may 
be  exercised  by  the  board  of  directors.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tele- 
phone Co.^  127  Iowa,  350, 101  N.  W.  742 ;  Chicago^  etc.^  R.  R. 
V.  Marseilles^  84  HI.  643;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Salem  Capital 
Flovr-MUls  Co.  (C.  C.)  39  Fed.  89,  96. 

This  case,  however,  rests,  not  on  an  exception  to  a  general 
rule,  but  on  a  specific  legislative  grant  of  power  to  redeem 
and  cancel.  "  To  redeem,"  it  is  said  in  Miller  v.  Ratterman^ 
supra,  "  is  to  purchase  back ;  to  regain  as  mortgaged  prop- 
erty by  paying  what  is  due;  to  receive  back  by  paying  the 
obligation."  The  word  "  redeem,"  as  used  in  statutory  pro- 
visions authorizing  a  party  to  redeem,  means  "  repurchase." 
Robinson  v.  Cropsey  (N.  Y.)  2  Edw.  Ch.  138,  146;  Pace  v. 
Bartles,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  (2  Dick.)  170,  20  Atl.  352.  Section 
3380a,  Rev.  St.  (section  9027,  Gen.  Code),  which  authorizes 
consolidating  companies  to  "  fix  by  the  agreement  for  con- 
solidation the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  it  is  to  be 
made,  which  terms  and  conditions  may  include  the  payment 
or  retirement  of  the  preferred  stock  of  either  or  any  of  the 
constituent  companies,  if  they  have  such,"  uses  the  words 
"  payment "  and  "  retirement "  as  equivalents.  Every  stock- 
holder, therefore,  at  the  time  he  acquired  his  stock  and  in 
advance  of  the  earliest  date  at  which  it  might  be  redeemed, 
agreed  that  the  defendant  might  purchase  it  back,  might 
regain  it  by  paying  the  stipulated  price  therefor,  just  as  it 
might  repossess  itself  of  mortgaged  property  which  it  had 
pledged  to  secure  a  debt.  His  agreement  to  sell  his  preferred 
stock  is  a  continuing  obligation  whose  performance  the  cor- 
poration, through  its  board  of  directors,  can  at  the  appro- 
priate time  enforce  as  fully  as  it  can  carry  out,  through  the 
same  board,  an  agreement  to  retire  its  corporate  bonds  at 
their  maturity.    The  corporate  powers,  business,  and  prop- 
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erty  of  the  defendant  comply  are  exercised,  conducted,  and 
controlled  by  its  board  of  directors.  Section  3248.  Bev.  St 
(section  8660,  Gen.  Code) ;  Sims  v.  Street  By.  Co.,  37  Ohio 
St.  565;  Goodin  v.  Evatis^  18  Ohio  St.  167.  The  redemp 
tion  of  its  preferred  stock  is  a  part  of  its  corporate  business, 
the  transaction  of  which  devolves  on  its  directors.  They  can- 
not make  organic  or  fundamental  changes  in  the  composition 
or  business  of  the  corporation  {Railway  Co,  [146]  v.  AUer- 
ton^  18  Wall.  233,  21  L.  Ed.  902) ;  but  the  retirement  of  pre- 
ferred stock  is  not  sudi  a  change,  when  unanimously  agreed 
upon  by  the  stockholders  and  authorized  by  statute,  and  the 
rights  of  creditors  are  not  prejudiced  thereby  {Weidenfeld 
V.  Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.;  Hackett  v.  Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co,^ 
36  Misc.  Rep.  683,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087 ;  Clark  4  Marshall 
on  Corp.  p.  3480;  2  Purdy's  Beach  on  Private  Corp.  pp. 
1284,  1285).  If  the  directors  may  not  redeem  the  stock, 
then,  by  reason  of  the  superior  voting  power  of  the  preferred 
shareholders,  stock  of  a  temporary  character  may  remain 
outstanding  during  the  life  of  the  corporation. 

Each  shareholder  in  the  purchase  of  his  stock  dealt  with 
the  corporation  at  arm's  length  as  a  distinct  and  artificial 
entity  or  ptrson.  In  entering  into  its  contractual  relation 
with  him,  the  corporation  reserved  to  itself  the  opticm  of 
redeeming  or  repurchasing  his  stock  after  a  specified  date. 
The  preponderance  of  the  voting  power  has  always  been  with 
the  preferred  shareholders.  They  could  at  all  times  have 
named  the  board  of  directors  and  controlled  the  corporate 
policy.  A  large  majority  of  them,  by  depositing  their  cer- 
tificates of  stock  for  redemption,  have  expressed  their  wil- 
lingness to  abide  by  the  contract.  None  of  the  petitioners,  as 
a  party  to  an  option  contract  freely  made,  may  decide  that 
the  corporation,  the  other  party  thereto,  through  its  duly 
chosen  business  representatives,  in  so  l(mg  as  it  acts  within 
the  terms  of  such  contract,  shall  not  exercise  the  option  re 
served  therein  to  buy  back  the  property  sold.  Watts  v. 
KeUar,  66  Fed.  1,  5  C.  C.  A.  394;  Johnston  v.  Trippe  {G.  C.) 
83  Fed.  630 ;  Hackett  v.  Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.^  36  Misc.  Rep. 
583,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087.  A  statute  should  not  be  so  ccm- 
strued  as  to  sanction  the  repudiation  of  a  legally  authoriased 
contract  by  one  of  the  parties  thereto,  or  as  to  require  so  useless 
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a  thing  as  his  ratification  of  it,  or  as  to  permit  him  to  deprive 
the  other  party  from  exercising  his  reserved  right  to  enforce 
one  of  its  provisions  at  a  time  which  by  its  very  terms  such 
other  party  may  himself  designate.  Section  8264  undoubt- 
edly applies  where  there  is  no  legally  authorized  contractual 
relation  between  the  corporation  and  its  several  stockholders 
as  to  the  redemption  of  stock,  such  as  is  here  shown  to  exist. 
By  limiting  its  application  to  cases  of  that  character,  incon- 
sistency between  it  and  the  sections  which  authorize  the 
issuing  of  preferred  shares,  and  direct  that  the  right  of 
buying  them  back  after  a  specified  date  shall  be  reserved,  is 
obviated. 

The  controversy  in  this  case  is  wholly  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  four  of  its  stockholder.  No  creditor  is  complain- 
ing, and  no  one  can  complain,  because  the  recitals  in  the  arti- 
cles of  incorporation  were  notice  to  him  of  the  reserved  right 
to  redeem.  Future  creditors  cannot  complain,  because  they 
will  be  held  to  have  given  credit  upon  the  amount  of  the 
stock  then  outstanding.  They  cannot  even  claim  that  the 
repurchase  was  irregularly  made.  Cook,  Corp.  (4th  Ed.) 
§  289.  Even  prior  to  the  abrogation  of  the  constitutional 
provision  imposing  a  double  statutory  liability  on  stock- 
holders for  the  payment  of  corporate  debts,  the  requirement 
of  section  3264,  Rev.  St.  (section  8700,  Gen.  Code),  that  a 
certificate  of  the  reduction  of  capital  stock  shall  be  filed  with 
the  Secretary  of  State,  accomplished  little  more  than  the 
maintenance  of  a  record  in  his  office  of  the  authorized  capital 
at  any  [147]  given  time.  Actual  and  prospective  creditors 
could  not  safely  rely  on  such  record  as  indicative  of  the 
amount  of  stock  subject  to  the  double  liability,  because  such 
record  did  not  disclose  the  amount  of  stock  subscribed.  Sec- 
tion 261,  Rev.  St.,  however,  exacted  that  the  defendant  should 
file  with  the  Commissioner  of  Railroads  an  annual  report 
specifically  stating  the  amount  of  capital  stock  subscribed 
and  paid  for.  That  section  has  been  supplanted  by  section 
605  of  the  General  Code,  which  provides  that  the  statement 
submitted  shall  be  similar  in  character  and  detail  to  the 
annual  report  required  to  be  made  to  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission.  The  report  in  use  requires  a  statement 
of  the  number  of  shares  authorized,  outstanding,  in  the 
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treasury,  and  issued  within  the  year.  Section  2780 — ^24,  Bev. 
St.  (now  sections  5522,  5523,  5524,  Gren.  Code),  the  excise  or 
franchise  tax  law,  requires  every  corporation  for  profit  to 
report  annually  to  the  secretary  of  state,  among  other  things, 
the  amount  of  its  capital  stock  as  authorized,  subscribed  for, 
issued,  outstanding,  and  paid  up,  and  the  change  or  changes, 
if  any,  in  any  of  these  respects  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the 
preceding  annual  report.  Aside  from  the  fact  that  it  is 
somewhat  difficult  to  see  how  the  defendant  can  report  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  the  increase  of  common  stock  without  dis- 
closing the  redemption  of  its  preferred  shares,  its  next  annual 
report  to  the  Railway  Commission  and  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  must  show  the  retirement  of  such  preferred  shares  and 
the  issue  of  common  stock  in  their  stead.  The  abolishment 
of  the  double  statutory  liability  has  remitted  creditors  to 
the  actual  corporate  assets  as  a  basis  of  credit  and  for  the 
payment  of  claims  due  them;  but  they  will  still  have  the 
same  means  of  knowledge  as  heretofore  as  to  such  assets  and 
authorized,  subscribed  for,  and  paid-up  capital  stock.  The 
petitioners  and  intervener  cannot  complain  of  want  of  pub- 
licity as  to  any  of  these  matters,  because  they  have  knowledge 
of  them  and  have  assented  to  the  reduction. 

As  justifying  a  conclusion  different  from  that  above  an- 
nounced, plaintiffs'  counsel  cite  Eidman  v.  Bowman^  68  IlL 
444, 11  Am.  Rep.  90 ;  McNvlta  v.  Baiik,  164  111.  427,  45  N.  E. 
954,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  203;  Leather  Go.  v.  JSTwrte,  84  Mick 
89;  Railway  Co.  v.  AUerton^  18  Wall,  233,  21  L.  Ed.  902; 
and  perhaps  other  cases.  Their  facts  readily  distinguish 
them  from  the  case  at  bar. 

The  restraining  order  was  granted  on  the  theory  that,  as 
in  Ohio  one  railroad  corporation  cannot  purchase  and  own 
the  stock  of  a  competing  company,  the  defendant's  board  of 
directors  is  illegally  constituted  because  about  70,000  shares 
of  its  common  stock,  now  held  by  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio 
Railway  Company,  were  illegally  voted  at  the  last  annual 
election  of  directors,  and  that,  when  resignations  occurred  in 
the  board,  the  vacancies  were  filled  by  persons  interested  in 
and  friendly  to  that  road,  whereby  it  was  given  the  domina* 
tion  and  control  of  the  defendant    In  the  absence  of  a 
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showing  of  the  vote  cast,  the  presumption  is  that  the  direc- 
tors owed  their  election  to  all  of  the  stockholders,  represent- 
ing all  of  the  stock,  and  that  the  stockholders  aimed  to 
benefit  the  corporation  and  acted  as  their  interests  prompted. 
Memphis  <6  Charleston  R.  Co.  v.  Woods^  88  Ala.  642,  645,  7 
South.  108,  7  L.  R.  A.  605, 16  Am.  St.  Rep.  81.  At  the  last 
election  only  [148]  about  27  per  cent,  of  the  defendant's 
stock  was  owned  by  railroad  companies.  They  owned  none 
of  the  150,000  shares  of  preferred  stock,  nor  is  it  claimed  that 
they  in  any  manner  sought  to  control  the  conduct  or  vote 
of  any  of  the  1,200  persons  who  held  such  shares.  As  va- 
cancies occurred  in  the  board,  they  were  filled  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  statute  and  the  corporate  regulations.  As  the 
Chesapeake  Company  is  not  a  party  to  this  suit,  the  court 
may  not  now  adjudge  its  stockholdings  in  the  defendant 
unlawful,  or  the  defendant's  board  of  directors  illegally 
constituted.  In  Taylor  A  Co.  v.  Southern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.^  122 
Fed.  147,  Judge  (now  Mr.  Justice)  Lurton,  said : 

''  It  must  be  accepted  as  altogether  fundamental  that  no  court  can 
adjudicate  upon  the  rights,  or  interests,  of  one  who  is  neither  actually 
nor  constmctlyely  before  the  court.  The  principle  of  due  process  of 
law  unconditionally  compels  observance  of  the  rule  which  limits  the 
Just  jurisdiction  of  every  court  to  a  determination  only  of  the  rights 
of  persons  who  are  parties  to  the  litigation.  N,  O,  Waterworks  v. 
N.  O..  164  U.  S.  471,  480  [17  Sup.  Ct.  161,  41  L.  Ed.  518].  In  Mallow  v 
ffinde,  12  Wheat.  193,  198  [6  L.  Ed.  599],  where  the  court  found  itself 
unable  to  proceed  for  the  want  of  an  indispensable  party,  it  was  said : 
'  We  do  not  put  this  case  upon  the  ground  of  jurisdiction,  but  upon 
a  much  broader  ground,  which  must  equally  apply  to  all  courts  of 
equity,  whatever  be  their  structure,  as  to  jurisdiction.  We  put  It 
on  the  ground  that  no  court  can  adjudicate  directly  upon  a  person's 
right  without  the  party  being  actually  or  constructively  before  tha 
court.'  This  doctrine  has  over  and  over  again  been  announced  by  the 
SupreJne  Ck>urt,  and  in  no  case  more  emphatically  than  In  Minnesota  v. 
Northern  Becurities  Co.,  184  U.  S.  199,  237  [22  Sup.  Ct  308,  46  L.  Ed. 
499)." 

Other  authorities  to  the  same  point  are  Weidenfeld  v. 
Northern  Pa>c.  Ry.  Co.^  supra;  Arkansas  Valley  Sugar  B.  c6 
Irr.  L.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Lyon  Canal  Co.,  173  Fed.  601,  604,  97 
C.  C.  A.  551 ;  Williams  v.  Bankhead,  19  Wall.  663,  22  L.  Ed. 
184 ;  Board  v.  Walhridge,  88  Wis.  179,  188 ;  Kinkead's  Code 
PI.  p.  12,  §  14;  Fergus  v.  City  of  Columbus,  6  Ohio  N.  P. 
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82 ;  Osterhoudt  t.  Supervisors,  98  N.  Y.  239 ;  Bates,  PL,  Pr. 
&  Forms,  1791;  Whittaker's  Anno.  Code  (6th  Ed.)  102; 
Stone  V.  Viele,  38  Ohio  St.  314,  318;  Daum  v.  Kehnast,  18 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  4 ;  Fertel  v.  SampUner,  18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct  R. 
744;  Executors  v.  You7ig,  72  Ohio  St.  610,  76  N.  E.  1132. 
The  restraining  order,  except  in  so  far  as  it  prohibits  the 
defendant  from  holding  a  stockholders'  meeting  to  consider 
and  vote  upon  the  issue  of  additional  stock  and  the  sale  and 
disposition  of  the  same,  is  vacated.  The  point  excepted  is 
held  for  further  consideration. 

ON  MOTION  FOR  TEMPORARY  INJUNCTION  AND  FtTBTHER  HSAB- 

ING  TO  VACATE  RESTRAINING  ORDER. 

The  complainants  have  filed  an  amended  bill,  making  the 
Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railway  Company  (hereinafter  called  the 
Chesapeake  Company)  a  defendant.  Additional  aflSdavits 
and  exhibits  have  been  offered  in  evidence,  and  the  com- 
plainants now  ask  for  a  temporary  injunction.  The  Chesa- 
peake Company  and  the  Hocking  Valley  Railway  Company 
(hereinafter  called  the  Hocking  Company)  resist  the  appli- 
cation, and  the  latter  asks  for  the  vacation  of  the  restraining 
order  in  so  far  as  it  yet  remains  in  force. 

The  Chesapeake  Company  is  by  its  charter  authorized  to 
purchase,  own,  and  hold  shares  of  capital  stock  of  any  cor- 
poration or  corpora  [149 J  tions  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Virginia,  in  which  such  company  is  incor- 
porated, or  of  any  other  state,  for  the  construction  or  opera- 
tion of  any  railroad  or  railroads  or  other  means  of  trans- 
portation. For  some  years  past  it  has  owned  11,540  shares 
of  common  stock  of  the  Hocking  Company.  In  March  last  it 
paid  for  and  became  the  owner  of  57,702  additional  shares, 
whereby  its  holdings  became  a  majority  of  the  110,000  shares 
outstanding. 

Was  the  Chesapeake  Company,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  lawfully  authorized  to  purchase,  and  may  it  law- 
fully hold,  stock  in  the  Hocking  Company,  is  the  principal 
point  in  controversy,  about  which  all  others  cluster.  The 
complainants  maintain  the  negative,  and  the  companies  the 
affirmative,  of  that  question.     Its  answer  involves  a  construe- 


MANNINGTON  V.  HOOKING  VALLEY  RY.  CO.  849 

Opinion  of  the  Goart 

tion  of  Ohio  statutes.  Although  the  question  has  been  fully 
argued,  the  court  approaches  it  with  reluctance^  because  there 
has  been  no  opinion  touching  it  rendered  by  the  state's 
highest  court. 

When  a  corporation  asserts  that  it  is  clothed  with  a  given 
power  and  the  right  to  exercise  it,  the  burden  is  on  it  to  show 
whence  such  power  and  right  are  derived.  State  v.  Vander- 
bilt^  37  Ohio  St.  691.  The  burden,  therefore,  of  showing  the 
existence  of  the  power  and  right  of  the  Chesapeake  C!om- 
pany  to  acquire  and  hold  stock  in  the  Hocking  Clompany  is 
on  such  companies.  If,  under  given  circumstances,  an  Ohio 
railroad  corporation  may  acquire  and  hold  stock  in  another, 
then  it  is  conceded  that  a  foreign  corporation  of  the  same 
character  may,  under  the  same  circumstances,  do  likewise. 
When,  if  at  all,  may  one  railroad  corporation,  chartered  in 
Ohio,  purchase  and  hold  stock  in  another  like  Ohio  corpora- 
tion t  A  review  of  legislation  and  of  the  state  of  decision 
in  Ohio  as  regards  the  right  of  one  corporation  to  acquire 
stockholdings  in  another  will  be  helpful. 

The  act  of  March  29,  1867  (64  Ohio  Laws,  p.  85;  sections 
10172,  10173,  Gen.  Code),  provides  that  should  an  incorpo- 
rated elevator  company  erect  or  own  an  elevator  building 
and  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  or  delivering  grain 
from  or  to  any  railroad  company,  as  freight  carried  or  to  be 
carried  over  its  road,  or  any  part  thereof,  the  railroad  com- 
pany may  subscribe  for  or  purchase  not  more  than  one-third 
of  its  entire  capital  stock. 

On  April  3,  1868  (65  Ohio  Laws,  p.  55;  sections  9313, 
9315,  Qen.  Code) ,  it  was  enacted  that  any  railtoad  company, 
or  any  other  private  corporation,  organized  under  the  laws 
of  the  state,  may  subscribe  for  or  purchase  the  stock  of  a 
bridge  company  to  aii  amount  not  exceeding  one-third  of 
the  whole  thereof,  if  such  bridge  company  by  the  laying  of 
tracks  has  prepared  the  bridge  for  railroad  uses. 

Each  of  the  two  above-mentioned  acts  fixes  the  limit  of 
stockholding  of  the  purchasing  company  at  less  than  a  con- 
trolling interest. 

The  act  of  April  3,  1868  (65  Ohio  Laws,  p.  63;  sections 
9160,  9163,  Gen.  Code),  provides  that  railroad  companies 
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may  own  stock  in  union  depot  companies  and  in  a  unioQ 
railroad  connecting  the  companies  using  the  depot. 

Under  the  act  of  April  18,  1874  (71  Ohio  Laws,  p-  69; 
sections  10137, 10138,  Gen.  Code),  certain  mining  and  manu- 
facturing corporations  may  purchase  or  subscribe  for  such 
an  amount  of  stock  of  any  railroad  or  other  transportation 
company  as  its  directors  may  deem  [150]  necessary  in  order 
to  procure  proper  facilities  for  transportation  for  the  factories, 
mines,  or  other  works  of  the  companies,  if  the  holders  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  capital  stock  consent  to  such  subscription  or 
purchase.  Under  the  provisions  of  this  somewhat  compre- 
hensive act,  the  directors,  having  first  obtained  the  requisite 
consent  of  the  purchasing  company's  stockholders,  may,  in 
the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  determine  what  amount 
of  stock  it  is  necessary  to  subscribe  for  or  purchase;  whether 
that  amount  be  a  controlling  or  a  le?s  interest. 

The  act  of  April  12,  1877  (74  Ohio  Laws,  p.  84;  sections 
10170,  10171,  Gen.  Code),  which  provides  that  any  company 
incorporated  and  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  may, 
by  the  vote  of  a  majority  in  interest  of  its  stockholders,  sub- 
scribe for  or  become  the  owner  of  stock  in  an  incorporated 
common  carrier  company,  imposes  no  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  stock  that  any  corporation  may  purchase  in  a  com- 
pany of  the  character  named,  and  no  restriction  as  to  the 
kind  of  corporation  that  may  make  such  purchase. 

Section  3300,  Rev.  St.  (sections  8806,  8807,  8809,  Gen. 
Code),  originally  enacted  in  1852  (50  Ohio  Laws,  p.  274), 
but  frequently  amended,  provides  that  any  railroad  company 
"  may  aid  another  in  the  construction  of  its  road  by  means  of 
a  subscription  to  the  capital  stock  of  such  company,  or  other- 
wise, for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  connection  of  the  roads 
of  the  companies,  when  the  road  of  the  company  so  aided 
does  not,  and  will  not  when  constructed  form  a  competing 
line."  By  another  provision  of  the  same  act  (section  8809, 
Gen.  Code) ,  such  aid  sliall  not  be  furnished  unless  the  holders 
of  at  least  two-thirds  of  the  capital  stock  of  each  company 
first  assent  thereto. 

A  railroad  company  may,  therefore,  under  the  conditions 
named,  subscribe  for  and  acquire  stock  in  another  under  the 
power  conferred  by  section  8806,  on  the  following  conditions 
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only:  (1)  To  aid  such  other  company  in  the  construction 
of  its  road;  (2)  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  ocMmection  of 
the  roads  of  the  two  companies;  (3)  the  road  whose  stock 
is  purchased  must  not  form,  when  constructed,  a  competing 
line  as  against  that  of  the  purchasing  company.  By  the 
terms  of  this  section,  no  road  or  line  may  be  termed  "  com- 
peting "  until  it  is  constructed.  Competition  as  between  rail- 
roads necessarily  relates  to  transportation,  and,  in  respect 
to  transportation,  the  term  ''competing"  signifies  a  road 
complete  and  ready  for  operation.  8  Cyc.  405 ;  Penn.  Co.  v. 
Cofjvmonwealth  {Pcu)^  7  Atl.  868.  The  section  does  not  con- 
fer  the  power  on  a  railroad  company  to  purchase  stock  in 
another,  if  the  road  or  line  of  the  other  is  completed.  Its 
purpose  is  to  foster  competition,  to  encourage  the  develop- 
ment of  the  state  and  its  industries,  and  to  accommodate  and 
supply  the  wants  of  the  public  by  permitting  one  road  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  another  extending  into  communi- 
ties destitute  of  or  having  limited  railroad  facilities.  It 
contemplates  that  shippers  and  the  traveling  public  along  the 
lines  of  the  purchasing  road  and  the  road  which  is  about  to 
be  constructed  or  is  in  process  of  construction,  or  who,  wher- 
ever dwelling,  may  have  occasion  to  use  such  roads,  shall  be 
afforded  transportation  facilities  back  and  forth  without  the 
purchasing  company  being  subjected  possibly  to  the  entire 
burden  of  constructing  a  new  line  of  its  own  into  the  terri- 
tory which  will  be  accommodated  by  the  aided  road. 

[161]  The  only  other  corporations,  in  so  far  as  I  have 
been  able  to  discover,  which  were,  prior  to  1902,  expressly 
authorized  by  statute  to  invest  in  the  stock  of  other  com- 
panies, are  safe  deposit  and  trust  companies  (act  May  4, 
1894;  91  Ohio  Laws,  p.  201;  sections  9840,  9841,  Gen.  Code), 
and  incorporated  religious,  scientific,  and  beneficial  associa- 
tions not  having  a  capital  stock,  but  desirous  of  securing  a 
lodge  room,  chapel,  or  regular  place  of  meeting  (act  April 
18, 1883 ;  80  Ohio  Laws,  p.  177 ;  section  10196,  Gen.  Code) . 

Of  the  first  six  acts  above  mentioned,  three  authorize  rail- 
road corporations  alone  to  acquire  stock  in  another  corpora- 
tion, two  confer  the  power  on  railroad  and  other  private  cor- 
porations alike,  and  one  vests  the  power  in  given  corporations 
to  purchase  and  subscribe  for  stock  of  a  railroad  company. 
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All  of  such  acts  contemplate  increased  transportation  facili- 
ties. This,  too,  is  the  object  of  the  provisions  of  section  8807, 
Gen.  Code,  which  authorize  one  railroad  company  to  acquire 
the  control  of  another  by  leasing  or  purchasing  any  part  of 
such  railroad  constructed  or  in  the  course  of  construction,  if 
the  two  roads  are  continuous  or  connected  and  not  competing, 
and  of  the  act  of  March  30,  1877  (74  Ohio  Laws,  p.  71 ;  sec- 
tion 9025,  Gen.  Code,  and  succeeding  sections),  which  per- 
mit a  consolidation  of  railroad  companies  into  a  single  com- 
pany, if  their  lines  or  any  portion  of  them  have  been  or  are 
so  constructed  as  to  admit  the  passage  of  burthen  or  passen- 
ger cars  over  any  two  or  more  of  such  roads  continuously 
without  any  break  or  interruption,  and  which  also  author- 
ize consolidated  roads  in  turn  to  consolidate  with  each  other. 
As  regards  stockholding  by  one  corporation  in  another,  rail- 
road companies  have  been  favored  corporations. 

Such  was  the  condition  of  legislation  on  May  6, 1902,  when 
section  3256,  Rev.  8t.,  was  amended  (95  Ohio  Laws,  p.  390; 
secticm  8683,  Gen.  Code)  by  adding  thereto  the  following : 

"A  priyate  corporation  may  purchase,  or  otherwise  acquire,  and 
hold,  shares  of  stock  in  other  kindred  hut  not  competing  corporations, 
whether  domestic  or  foreign,  but  this  shall  not  authorise  the  forma- 
tion of  any  trust  or  combination  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  trade 
or  competition." 

Original  section  3256  specifically  conferred  the  power  on 
private  corporations  to  borrow  money,  fixed  the  limitation  on 
the  amount  to  be  borrowe^l  and  the  rate  of  interest  to  be  paid, 
and  authorized  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  to  secure  the 
payment  of  both  principal  and  interest.  It  did  not  control 
the  conduct  of  railroad  corporations  in  the  borrowing  of 
money,  because  their  power  to  borrow  was  found  in  the  suc- 
ceeding chapter.  The  amendatory  provision  relates  wholly 
to  the  purchase  by  one  private  corporation  of  the  stock  of 
another.  The  codifying  commission,  recognizing  the  want  of 
connection  between  the  powers  conferred  by  the  first  and  last 
portions  of  the  section,  placed  the  portion  which  constituted 
the  original  section  under  the  subdivision  of  chapter  1,  div. 
1,  tit.  2,  relating  to  private  corporations,  entitled  "  Borrow- 
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ing  Money,"  and  designated  it  in  the  General  Code  as  section 
8705.  It  located  the  portion  added  by  the  amendment  in  the 
subdivision  of  chapter  1,  entitled  "  Capital  Stock,"  and  gave 
it  the  sectional  number  8603  in  the  General  Code.  The  Legis- 
lature, by  its  adoption  of  the  General  Code  in  February,  1910, 
approved  the  ac[152]tion  of  the  commission.  The  mere 
fact  that  the  power  of  one  private  corporation  to  buy  stock 
in  another  was  tacked  to  the  section  of  the  general  corpora- 
tion act,  which  authorized  private  corporations  other  than 
railway  companies  to  borrow  money,  did  not,  in  and  of  itself, 
limit  the  new  power  to  such  other  corporations. 

Sy  the  express  provisions  of  the  amendment,  one  private 
corporation  may  buy  stock  in  another  under  the  following 
conditions  only:  (1)  The  corporations  must  be  kindred;  (2) 
they  must  not  be  competing;  (3)  the  result  of  the  purchase 
mufit  not  be  the  formation  of  a  trust  or  combination  to  re- 
strict trade  or  competition.    At  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
the  amendatory  act  of  1902,  there  was  an  increased  demand 
for  larger  units  of  organization  in  the  transportation,  in- 
dustrial, and  business  world.    It  was  an  era  of  consolidation 
and  combinaticm  of  business  enterprises,  of  a  pronounced 
policy  of  expansion.    Beduction  in  the  cost  of  production  or 
the  transaction  of  business  was  thought  to  lie  in  the  centrali- 
zation of  capital  and  the  conduct  of  business  on  a  large  scale. 
Enlarged  enterprises  were  established  by  the  purchase  of 
others,  or  by  their  consolidation  into  a  single  company,  or, 
when  permitted  by  law,  by  the  purchase  by  some  one  of  the 
stock  of  another.    In  fact,  one  of  the  favorite  methods,  and 
about  the  only  method,  of  obtaining  control  of  a  corporation, 
is  to  purchase  the  greater  part  of  its  stock.    U,  S  v.  North- 
ern Securities  Co.   (C.  C.)   120  Fed.  721,  725.     The  then 
existing  and  prior  tendency  as  regards  railway  companies  is 
forcibly  set  forth  in  Cook  on  Corp.  (6th  Ed.)  §§  892.  314 
While  it  has  been  the  declared  policy  of  the  state  to  prohibit 
railroads   from   purchasing  or  controlling  competitive   or 
rival  lines,  it  has  also  been  its  declared  policy  to  encourage 
the  formation  of  trunk  lines  and  their  buying,  building,  and 
operating  branch  or  feeding  lines     The  Supreme  Court  oi 
Georgia,  in  speaking  of  conscdidations  and  the  acquisition  of 
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such  branch  or  feeding  lines  {State  v.  Central  Oa.  Ry.  Co^ 
109  Ga.  716,  35  S.  E.  37,  48  L.  R.  A.  351),  said: 

"The  general  effect  of  these  conBolidationfi  and  conoectionB  has 
really  been  to  increase  competition,  has  addec^  greatly  to  the  public 
convenience,  and  furnished  greater  and  more  commodious  facilities 
for  traveling;  has  operated  to  reduce  the  cost  of  transportation;  has 
brought  remote  parts  of  the  country  into  close  proximity,  as  it  were 
to  each  other;  has  developed  resources  that  would  otherwise  have 
remained  dormant,  by  opening  up  the  markets  of  the  world  to  the 
products  of  the  land;  and  has  generally  contributed  to  work  to  the 
welfare  and  prosperity  of  the  people." 

The  Legislature  of  Ohio  in  1902,  while  it  enacted  new  and 
amended  existing  laws  taxing  private  corporations  and 
erected  barriers  against  the  formation  of  unlawful  combina- 
tions, inaugurated  a  new  policy  enlarging  greatly  their 
powers  and  relieving  them  from  some  of  the  more  onerous 
provisions  found  in  the  statutes  and  the  Constitution.  It  so 
amended  section  3258  as  to  limit  the  bringing  of  actions  upon 
the  liability  of  stockholders  to  18  months  after  any  debt  or 
obligation  shall  become  enforceable  against  them.  It  caused 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  to  be  submitted  for  adop- 
tion by  the  electors,  abolishing  the  double  statutory  liability 
of  stockholders.  The  proposed  amendment  became  a  part 
of  the  Constitution.  It  extended  the  privilege  of  issuing 
preferred  stock  with  a  right  of  redemption  to  such  [158 1 
corporations  as  had  not  previously  had  it,  and  so  amended 
section  3256  as  to  confer,  within  the  limitations  imposed,  a 
power  not  previously  conferred  by  statute  on  private  cor- 
porations, of  purchasing  each  other's  stock.  All  of  this  legis- 
lation was  in  line  with  that  of  various  other  states. 

At  the  time  section  3256  was  amended,  section  8269,  found 
in  the  chapter  on  General  Corporation  Law,  and  preceding 
the  chapter  on  Railroads,  recited  that: 

"The  provisions  of  this  chapter  do  not  apply  whfji  special  pro- 
vision is  made  in  the  subsequent  chapters  of  this  title,  but  the  special 
provision  shall  govern  unelss  it  clearly  appear  that  the  provislona  an 
cumulative." 

The  complainants  claim  that  this  section,  which  is  still  in 
force,  forbids  the  application  of  the  provisions  of  the  amend- 
ment to  section  3266  to  railroad  corporations.    The  contention 
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cannot  successfully  rest  on  the  ground  that  a  railroad  cor- 
poration is  not  a  private  corporation,  because  it  is  recognized 
as  such  both  by  the  statute  and  the  Supreme  Court.  See 
title  9  of  the  General  Code  and  its  sub-divisions,  and  section 
9815.  In  Toledo  Bank  v.  Bondy  1  Ohio  St.  623,  643,  it  was 
said: 

"  Private  Institntions  are  those  which  are  created  or  established  by 
private  individuals  for  their  own  private  purposes.  Public  institutions 
are  those  which  are  created  and  exist  by  law  or  public  authority. 
Some  public  benefits  or  rights  may  result  from  the  institutions  of 
private  individuals  or  associations.  So  also  some  private  or  individual 
rights  may  arise  from  public  institutions.  The  only  sensible  distinc- 
tion between  public  and  private  Institutions  is  to  be  found  in  the 
authority  by  which,  and  the  purpose  for  which,  they  are  created  and 
exist  Because,  therefore,  a  corporation  may  fall  under  the  denomina- 
tion of  private  corporations,  in  the  artificial  distinction  between  public 
and  private  corporations,  it  is  none  the  less  a  public  or  poUtlcal  Insti- 
tution. The  distinction  between  public  and  private  corporations  is 
somewhat  arbitrary,  and  by  no  means  determines  whether  the  cor- 
poration is  a  public  or  private  institution.  If  the  stock  In  a  banking, 
railroad,  or  Insurance  corporation  be  exclusively  'owned  by  the  gov- 
ernment, the  Institution  Is  denominated  a  'public  corporation';  but 
if  a  private  individual  be  allowed  to  own  a  single  share  of  the  stock, 
in  common  with  the  government,  it  is  said  that  it  becomes  a  '  private 
corporation.' " 

Railroad  companies  are  private  corporations,  but  not  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  ordinary  business  corporation,  because 
they  are  charged  with  duties  of  a  public  nature  which  dis- 
tinguish them  from  the  purely  and  strictly  private  corpora- 
tion; but  in  many  respects  they  are  private  corporations  in 
all  that  the  term  implies.  They  cannot  be  treated  as  public 
corporations,  such  as  cities,  counties,  townships,  and  other 
like  governmental  sub-divisions.  Their  foundation  is  private. 
They  are  organized  for  gain,  and  their  strictly  private  rights 
are  as  much  beyond  legislative  control  as  are  ihe  rights  of 
the  purely  private  corporation.  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law, 
637,  638;  Elliott  on  Railroads,  §  2;  Cook  on  Corp.  §  891; 
Morawetz  on  Private  Corp.  §  3 ;  Hale  v.  County  Com^rSy  137 
Mass.  Ill,  114 ;  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward^  4  Wheat. 
518,  636,  668,  669,  4  L.  Ed.  629;  Bundle  v.  D.  it  B.  Canal,  21 
Fed.  Gas.  IL 
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The  contention  is  that  the  provisions  of  the  amendment  to 
section  3256  and  of  section  3300,  now  sections  8806, 8807,  and 
8809,  Gen.  Code,  relating  to  stock  purchases  and  holding^*, 
are  not  clearly  cumulative,  and  that  therefore  the  amendatory 
act,  not  meeting  the  require  [  154 ]ments  of  section  3269,  now 
section  8733,  Gen.  Code,  conferred  no  additional  power  on 
railroad  companies,  and  the  special  provisions  in  the  chapter 
on  Kailroads  govern.  The  word  "clearly,"  according  to 
Webster's  difinition  of  it,  means,  "  in  a  clear  manner;  with- 
out obscurity;  without  entanglement  or  confusion;  without 
uncertainty."  "  Cumulative,"  as  defined  by  the  legal  lexi- 
cographers, means  "  additional ;  that  which  is  superadded  to 
another  thing  of  the  same  character  and  not  substituted  for 
it"  Abbott's,  Black's,  and  Andei'son's  Law  Dictionaries. 
The  amendment  to  section  3256  is  applicable  to  railroad  cor- 
porations, if  it  appears  in  a  clear  manner  and  without  imcer- 
tainty  that  the  power  given  by  such  amendment  is  additional 
and  superadded  to,  is  not  substituted  for,  and  was  of  the 
same  nature  as  that  conferred  by  section  3300. 

Section  3256,  like  section  3300,  authorized  stockholding  in 
one  corporation  by  another,  when  the  effect  thereof  was  to 
increase,  or  at  least  was  not  to  diminish,  competition.  Each 
granted  a  power  of  the  same  kind — the  power  to  purchase 
stock.  Each  prohibited  a  corporation  from  holding  stock  in 
another,  if  the  purpose  or  effect  of  such  holding  was  to  re- 
strict trade  or  competition.  The  stockholding  in  each  case 
must  be  in  a  kindred  corporation.  Under  each  the  purchas- 
ing corporation  may  hold  and  vote  a  majority  of  the  stock  of 
another,  select  the  directory  of  such  other,  and,  consequently, 
through  such  directory,  manage  such  other  corporation's  busi- 
ness affairs.  Each  recognizes  that  all  this  may  be  done  with- 
out in  any  wise  restricting  trade  or  competition,  or  constitut- 
ing a  trust  or  unlawful  combination.  There  are,  however, 
marked  differences  as  between  the  two  sections.  Under  the 
first,  one  corporation  may,  within  the  limitations  imposed, 
purchase  the  stock  of  another  in  an  operating  company.  It 
may  purchase  for  the  purposes  of  investment,  or  lawfully  to 
acquire  a  controlling  interest.  The  power  is  general  and  does 
not  require  the  assent  of  stockholders  for  its  exercise.    Under 
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it  stock  may  be  bought  in  the  open  market  as  well  as  by  sub- 
scription^  and  without  reference  to  aiding  the  corporation 
whose  stock  is  purchased.  Section  8300  was  designed  to  meet 
the  specific  condition  therein  named.  Under  it  one  railroad 
company  may,  only  with  the  consent  of  two-thirds  of  its 
stockholders,  acquire  stock  in  a  connecting  uncompleted  road 
only,  by  subscription  only,  and  not  in  the  open  market,  for 
the  purpose  of  aiding  the  latter.  If  a  controlling  interest  be 
acquired,  such  control  is  incidental  to  the  main  purpose  of 
furnishing  aid.  The  subject-matter  and  purposes  of  the 
amendment  to  section  3256  were  original  and  novel,  and  the 
power  conferred  by  it  is  a  different  and  broader  power  than 
that  given  by  section  3300.  The  amendment  conferred  a  new 
power  and  did  not  repeal  or  negative,  expressly  or  impliedly, 
any  provision  found  in  any  section  of  any  subsequent  chapter 
on  corporations.  It  contains  no  proviso  or  exception,  is  not 
a  substitute  for,  the  equivalent  of,  or  in  conflict  with,  any 
prior  legislative  enactment.  Its  language  is  unambiguous. 
Given  its  ordinary  and  familiar  signification,  it  embraces  all 
private  corporations.  It  contains  no  suggestion  of  discrimi- 
nation against  any  class  or  classes  of  corporations,  and  no 
hint  that  the  friendly  policy  theretofore  manifested  toward 
railroad  corporations  to  secure  increased  transportation  fa- 
cilities was  reversed,  or  [155]  that  in  such  facilities  the  acme 
had  been  attained.  It  is  said  that  the  previously  expressed 
policy  of  the  state  had  been  to  disable  railroad  corporations 
from  holding  stock  in  any  but  connecting  aided  roads,  but, 
if  that  be  so,  it  is  also  true  that,  with  but  few  exceptions,  all 
Ohio  corporations,  in  so  far  as  express  legislative  enactment 
is  concerned,  were  disabled  from  holding  and  owning  the 
stock  of  others.  The  history  of  the  country  and  of  the  law, 
and  the  public  and  business  necessities  then  felt,  point  with 
no  uncertainty  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  the  purpose  on 
the  part  of  the  lawmakers  in  the  use  of  the  language  em- 
ployed, and  that  the  precise  language  of  the  act  means,  that 
all  private  corporations  should  enjoy  the  new  power  con- 
ferred. That  the  act  did  not  repeal  any  prior  statutes  upon 
the  same  subject-matter,  embraces  cases  not  covered  by 
former  legislation,  and  is  not  inconsistent  with  any  law  there- 
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tofore  enacted,  makes  it  a  cumulatiye  act  within  the  definition 
given  by  Endlich  on  Statutory  Interpretations,  §  218. 

In  the  construction  of  statutes  the  intent  of  the  law-makers 
must  be  found  in  the  statutes  themselves.  The  first  resort 
in  all  cases  is  to  the  natural,  ordinary,  familiar  signification 
of  the  words  employed.  The  presumption  is  that  language 
has  been  employed  with  sufficient  precision  to  disclose  the  in- 
tent, and,  unless  an  examination  overthrows  the  presumption, 
nothing  remains  but  to  enforce  the  statute  as  written.  If  a 
law  is  plain  and  unambiguous,  there  is  no  room  for  construc- 
tion, and  it  must  be  held  that  the  law-making  body  meant 
what  it  plainly  expressed,  whether  the  expression  be  in  gen- 
eral or  limited  terms.  AU  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
touching  upon  the  subject-matter  under  consideration  are  to 
be  examined,  and  in  the  comparison  of  sections  it  is  not  to 
be  supposed  that  any  words  have  been  needlessly  employed. 
Effect  should  be  given,  if  possible,  to  the  entire  statute  and 
to  every  section  and  clause,  and  one  part  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  defeat  another,  if  by  any  reasonable  construction 
the  two  can  stand  together.  Moreover,  in  construing  statutes 
the  courts  should  not  close  their  eyes  to  what  they  know  of  the 
history  of  the  country  and  of  the  law,  of  the  condition  of 
the  law  at  a  particular  time,  of  the  public  necessities  felt, 
and  other  kindred  things,  for  the  reason  that  regard  must  be 
had  to  the  words  in  which  the  statute  is  expressed  as  applied 
to  the  facts  existing  at  the  time  of  its  enactment  Cooley's 
Const.  Lim.  (6th  Ed.)  69-74;  24  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  Law,  697, 
605,  611,  616,  618;  State  v.  Vanderhilt,  37  Ohio  St.  648;  In 
re  Hathaway^a  WUl^  4  Ohio  St  385 ;  State  v.  Schlatterbeck^ 
89  Ohio  St  268,  271. 

Having  regard  to  the  canons  of  construction,  the  powers 
conferred  by  sections  3256  (as  amended  in  1902)  and  3800, 
are  consistent,  may  be  exercised  by  the  same  corporation,  and 
are  clearly  cumulative.  The  Chesapeake  Company  was  au- 
thorized to  acquire  and  may  hold  the  stock  of  the  Hocking 
Company,  providing  the  latter  is  non-competing  and  the  re- 
sult and  purpose  are  not  the  formation  of  a  trust  or  combina- 
tion to  restrict  trade  or  competition. 
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Section  3256  was  not  construed  in  State  v.  Railway  Oo.^ 
12  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  (N.  S.)  49,  59,  nor  was  a  construction 
of  it  necessary  in  that  case.  The  court  assumed  that  it  ap- 
plied to  railroad  corporations. 

The  complainants  further  contend  that  the  Chesapeake 
Company  [156]  cannot  lawfully  acquire  and  hold  stock  in 
an  Ohio  corporation,  because  section  148d,  Bev.  St.  (section 
178,  Gen.  Code),  does  not  permit  the  issuance  of  a  certificate 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  a  foreign  corporation  to  do  busi- 
ness in  this  state,  unless  the  business  of  such  corporation  to  be 
carried  on  is  such  as  can  be  lawfully  carried  on  by  a  corpora- 
tion incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this  state  for  such  or  a 
similar  business,  and  because  the  purchase  and  holding  of 
stock  by  one  corporation  in  another,  it  is  claimed,  is  in  viola- 
tion of  the  public  policy  of  the  state.  The  mere  ownership 
of  stock  by  a  foreign  corporation  in  a  domestic  corporation, 
even  if  it  be  a  controlling  interest,  does  not  constitute  the 
transaction  of  business.  Peterson  v.  Chicago^  R,  /.  cfe  P,  Ry. 
Co.,  205  U.  S.  364,  27  Sup.  Ct.  513,  51  L.  Ed.  841.  It  has 
been  held  that,  without  legal  sanction,  one  corporation  can- 
not subscribe  for  stock  in  another.  Railway  Co,  v.  Iron  Co., 
46  Ohio  St.  44,  18  N.  E.  486,  decided  in  1888.  In  Franklin 
Bank  v.  Commercial  Bank^  36  Ohio  St.  360,  354,  355,  38  Am. 
Kep.  594,  decided  in  1881,  it  was  said  that  one  corporation 
cannot  become  the  owner  of  any  portion  of  the  capital  stock 
of  another  corporation  unless  authority  to  become  such  is 
clearly  conferred  by  statute.  That  point,  however,  was  not 
before  the  court  for  decision,  and  the  case  has  never  been 
cited  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Only  Ohio  corporations  were 
involved  in  those  cases.  In  the  Franklin  Bank  case,  the  right 
to  deal  in  shares  of  stock  in  other  corporations  was  not  found 
in  the  powers  enumerated  in  the  act  under  whose  provisions 
the  bank  was  organized;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  power,  in 
language  of  undoubted  import,  was  denied  and  its  exercise 
expressly  prohibited. 

The  announcements  made  in  the  above  n^ses  are  subject  to 
the  exception  that  to  compromise  a  doubtful  debt,  or,  if 
necessary,  to  save  itself  from  loss,  a  corporation  may  become 
the  owner  of  the  stock  of  another,  with  a  view  to  its  subse- 
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quent  sale  and  conversion  into  money.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Nat.  Exchange  Bank^  92  U.  S.  122,  128,  23  L.  EA  679; 
Armstrong  v.  Brewing  Co.^  26  Wkly.  Law  Bui.  39,  40; 
Coppin  V.  GreenleeSj  38  Ohio  St.  275,  48  Am.  Rep.  425; 
Lamprect  v.  Kehrwicher^  40  Ohio  St.  646.  And  from  lan- 
guage employed  in  Coppin  v.  GreenleeSj  38  Ohio  St.  275,  43 
Am.  Rep.  425,  and  Morgan  v.  Lewis^  4G  Ohio  St.  1,  17  N.  E. 
558,  it  seems  that  still  other  exceptions  are  recognized.  No 
case  has  been  found  in  which  there  has  been  a  ruling  that  a 
foreign  corporation  may  not  own  stock  in  one  incorporated 
within  the  state.  The  complainants  contend,  however,  that 
this  is  immaterial.  Railway  Go.  v.  Iron  Co.^  and  the  Frank- 
lin Bank  case  were  invoked  in  Hafer  v.  Railroad  Co.^  14 
Wkly.  Law  Bui.  68,  70 ;  but  in  that  case  the  foreign  corpora- 
tion did  not  own  the  stock  of  the  Ohio  company,  although 
it  dictated  how  the  stock  should  be  voted.  In  Smith  v. 
Railroad  Co.^  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  583,  591,  it  appears  that  the 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  owned  stock  in  the  insolvent 
defendant  company  and  defended  against  the  double  statu- 
tory liability  on  the  ground  that  it  could  not  legally  hold 
the  stock  and  that  what  it  did  or  attempted  to  do  was  ultra 
vires  and  void.    As  to  this  contention  the  court  said : 

"In  Railroad  Co.  v.  Iron  C'k,  46  Ohio  St.  44  [18  N.  E.  486],  It  Is 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  that:  *An  Incorporated  company  cannot 
unless  authorized  by  [1671  statute,  subscribe  to  the  capital  stock  of 
another;  a  subscription  so  made  is  ultra  vires  and  void.*  Reading  this 
proposition  of  the  syllabus  in  connection  with  the  quotation  from 
Morawetz,  p.  49,  cited  in  support  of  it,  and  we  think  it  is  clear  that 
the  Supreme  Court  only  intended  to  hold  that  a  corporation  cannot 
be  an  original  subscriber  or  one  of  the  incorporators  of  another  cor- 
poration. If  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Company  cannot  hold  this'Drexel, 
Morgan  &  Co.'  stock,  neither  could  it  hold  any  of  the  common  or  pre- 
ferred stock,  which  it  is  admitted  it  did  own.  Certainly  a  railroad 
company,  without  express  authority  in  its  charter,  may  invest  its  idle 
money  In  the  dividend-paying  stock  of  another  corporation,  and  if  it 
may  do  that,  and  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  dividends  while  paid,  may 
it  not  be  liable  to  assessment,  the  same  as  an  Individual,  if  from  any 
cauFo  the  corpora tloi^  becomes  insolvent?  We  think  the  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  Company  are  liable  to  assessment  on  this  stock  as  owners. 

On  review  of  the  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  the  Baltimore 
&  Ohio  Company  claimed  that  it  was  incapacitated  to  hold 
stock  in  the  insolvent  corporation,  and  was  therefore  not 
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subject  to  assessment  for  the  payment  of  its  debts.  On  the 
other  side  it  was  asserted  that  that  claim  had  been  decided 
adversely  to  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Company  when  the  case 
was  previously  before  the  circuit  and  Supreme  Courts.  48 
Ohio  St  219,  81  N.  E.  743.  The  court  held  that  the  question 
was  involved  in  the  earlier  hearing  and  had  there  been  de- 
termined against  the  company.  The  language  of  the  circuit 
court,  however,  regarding  the  investment  of  idle  funds,  went 
further,  I  think,  than  the  circumstances  of  the  case  required. 
Foreign  corporations  can  exercise  none  of  their  franchises 
or  powers  within  this  state  except  by  comity  or  legislative 
consent  {Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Mayer^  28  Ohio 
St.  621 ;  State  v.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  47  Ohio  St.  179,  24  N.  E.  392, 
8  L.  R.  A.  129),  and  may  be  ousted  by  proceedings  in  quo 
warranto,  if  in  doing  their  business  here  they  exercise  fran- 
chises in  contravention  of  local  law  {State  v.  Life  Ins.  Co.^ 
supra ;  State  v.  Ins.  Co.,  49  Ohio  St.  440,  31  N.  E.  668,  16 
L.  R.  A.  611,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  673).  If  the  rule  announced 
in  the  Smith  case  and  the  construction  hereinbefore  placed 
on  section  3266  are  both  unsound,  the  Chesapeake  Company's 
right  to  purchase  stock  in  the  Hocking  Company,  if  it  exists, 
rests  on  the  rule  of  comity.  In  Cowell  v.  Springs  Co,,  100 
U.  S.  66,  69,  25  L.  Ed.  647,  it  was  argued  that,  if  a  domestic 
corporation  could  not  be  created  with  given  powers  for  rea- 
sons of  public  policy,  a  foreign  corporation  could  not  for  like 
reasons  be  permitted  to  exercise  such  powers  in  the  state  or 
territory.  Mr.  Justice  Field,  holding  against  that  conten- 
tion, said : 

"  The  answer  to  this  position  is  found  in  the  general  comity  which, 
in  the  absence  of  positive  direction  to  the  contrary,  obtains  throagh 
the  states  and  territories  of  the  United  States,  by  which  corporations 
created  in  one  state  or  territory  are  permitted  to  carry  on  any  lawful 
business  in  another  state  or  territory,  and  to  acquire,  hold,  and  trans- 
fer property  there  equally  as  individuala  If  the  policy  of  the  state 
or  territory  does  not  permit  the  business  of  the  foreign  corporation 
in  Its  limits  or  allow  a  corporation  to  acquire  or  hold  real  property, 
it  must  be  expressed  in  some  affirmative  way.  It  cannot  be  inferred 
from  the  fact  that  its  Legislature  has  made  no  provision  for  the 
formation  of  similar  corporations  or  allows  corporations  to  be  formed 
only  by  general  law.  Telegraph  companies  did  business  in  several 
states  before  their  I^egislatures  had  created  or  authorized  the  creation 
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of  similar  corporations;  and  nnmerons  corporations  existing  bj 
special  cliarter  in  one  state  are  now  engaged,  without  question.  In 
business  in  states  where  the  creation  of  corporations  by  special  enact- 
ment is  forbidden." 

[158]  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  held,  in  Christian  Union  v. 
Tount,  101  U.  S.  352,  356,  25  L.  Ed.  888,  that: 

**  In  harmony  with  the  general  law  of  comity  obtaining  among  the 
states  composing  the  Union,  the  presumption  should  be  Indulged  that 
a  corporation  of  one  state,  not  forbidden  by  the  law  of  its  being,  may 
exercise  within  any  other  state  the  general  powers  conferred  by  its 
own  charter,  unless  it  Is  prohibited  from  so  doing,  either  in  the 
direct  enactments  of  the  latter  state,  or  by  its  public  policy  to  t>e 
deduced  from  the  g^ieral  course  of  legislation,  or  from  the  settled 
adjudications  of  Its  highest  court.  There  was  here  no  such  direct 
legislation  during  or  prior  to  the  year  1870,  nor  can  the  existence  of 
such  a  public  policy  be  inferred  from  the  general  course  of  legislation 
or  judicial  decisions  in  Illinois  up  to  and  including  that  year,  tn 
relation  to  religious,  benoTolent,  charitable,  or  missionary  societies 
created  in  other  states.'' 

The  rule  in  Ohio  is  in  accord  with  that  announced  in  the 
above  cases.  State  v.  /Etna  Life  Ins,  Go.^  69  Ohio  St.  327, 
69  N.  E.  608 ;  Ewing  v.  Bank,  43  Ohio  St.  31,  37, 1  N.  E.  138. 

On  April  19,  1894  (91  Ohio  Laws,  p.  154;  section  250—1, 
Rev.  St),  it  was  enacted  that  every  railroad  company  shall 
make  out,  under  oath,  and  file  with  the  Commissioner  of 
Railroads  and  Telegraphs,  on  or  before  September  1  of  each 
year,  a  true  list  of  the  names  of  each  and  every  stockholder, 
giving  the  number  of  shares  owned  by  him.  A  blank  form 
of  the  reports  to  the  Railway  Commission  now  and  in  1909 
in  use,  aflSdavits  showing  the  various  railroad  companies' 
ownership  of  stock  in  other  companies  in  the  years  1900, 
1905,  and  1910,  a  printed  copy  of  the  Railway  Commission's 
report  for  1909,  and  also  certain  portions  of  the  Manual  of 
Statistics  for  1910,  are  offered  in  evidence.  The  blank  form 
of  report  requires  a  disclosure  of  what  the  stockholding  of 
each  company  is  in  another,  what  companies  are  controlled 
through  stock  ownership  solely  or  jointly  by  the  reporting 
company,  and  what  lines  have  been  practically  absorbed 
or  joined  for  operating  purposes.    As  far  back  as  1900,  the 
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official  published  reports  of  the  Commissioner  of  Railroads 
and  Telegraphs  show  that  railroad  corporations,  foreign 
and  domestic,  had  holdings  in  Ohio  companies  so  exten- 
sive, and  approximately  so  nearly  the  aggregate  issue  of 
all  of  the  stock  of  the  controlled  roads,  and  so'  shifting  in 
amounts  or  from  one  owner  to  another,  as  to  suggest  that 
such  holdings  could  not  have  resulted  from  the  mere  aiding 
of  roads  in  process  of  construction.  What  the  reports  show 
prior  to  that  date  is  not  in  evidence.  The  right  to  acquire 
and  continue  such  holdings,  in  so  far  as  the  record  discloses, 
has  not  been  challenged  except  as  to  the  domestic  companies 
whose  roads  extend  into  the  Hocking  Valley  coal  fields.  It 
is  also  shown  that  the  Attorney  General  and  certain  prose- 
cuting attorneys  have,  by  the  planting  of  suits,  attacked  such 
substantially  or  actually  competing  domestic  coal  roads  and 
disputed  the  right  of  any  of  them  to  purchase  stock  in  an- 
other, except  as  authorized  by  section  3300.  It  is  also  true 
that  able  lawyers  have  resisted  such  suits,  and  asserted,  and 
still  assert,  the  right  of  one  of  such  companies  to  control 
another  through  stock  purchases.  Nor  is  it  to  be  presumed 
that  any  of  the  railroad  corporations  have  purchased  the 
stock  of  others,  except  on  legal  advice. 

[159]  Under  the  above-mentioned  practice,  in  which  it 
must  be  presumed  the  companies  believed  they  had  a  right 
to  indulge,  vast  sums  (in  one  case  alone  more  than 
$92,000,000)  have  been  expended  by  foreign  railroad  corpo- 
rations in  acquiring  the  stock  of  others  chartered  and  oper- 
ating in  Ohio.  The  questions  raised  as  to  the  rule  of  comity 
and  the  effect  of  such  practices  need  not  now  be  finally 
determined.  My  excuse  for  considering  them  is  the  ear- 
nestness with  which  they  were  presented  by  counsel.  The 
situation  is  such  that  this  court  can  well  afford  to  wait,  if 
it  be  practicable  to  do  so,  the  action  of  the  state's  highest 
court,  before  declaring  the  Chesapeake  Company's  stockhold- 
ings not  warranted  by  the  rule  of  comity,  and  may  well  re- 
fuse to  award  an  injunction  on  that  ground  until  a  full  and 

final  hearing. 

I  think  it  must  follow,  from  the  evidence  submitted,  that 
the  use  by  the  Chesapeake  Company  of  the  Hocking  Com- 
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pany's  line  as  an  outlet  to  the  Great  Lakes  will  result  in  some 
interference  with  interstate  commerce;  but  whether  such  in- 
terference will  be  insignificant,  or  merely  incidental,  and  is 
not  a  dominant  purpose  of  the  company  {Cincinnati  Packet 
Co.  V.  Bay,  200  U.  S.  179,  26  Sup.  Ct  208,  50  L.  Ed.  428),  or 
whether  the  necessary  effect  of  the  Chesapeake  Company's 
control  of  the  Hocking  Company  will  be  to  stifle  or  directly 
and  substantially  restrict  free  competition,  or  whether  such 
effect  will  be  but  incidentally  and  indirectly  to  restrict  com- 
petition, while  its  chief  result  will  be  to  foster  the  trade  and 
increase  the  business  of  all  the  roads  concerned  {Union 
Pacific  Coal  Co.  v.  U.  S.y  173  Fed.  737,  740,  97  C.  C.  A.  678), 
are  questions  which  ought  not  to  be,  and,  I  think,  cannot 
satisfactorily  be,  determined  on  the  evidence  submitted,  and 
should  await  a  final  hearing,  at  which  all  the  facts  may  be 
developed  and  the  witnesses  subjected  to  the  test  of  cross- 
examination.  The  evidence  before  me  on  this  point  and  as  to 
the  arrangements  made  or  to  be  made  with  the  Lake  Shore 
&  Michigan  Southern  Bailway  Company,  in  my  judgment, 
justifies  further  investigation  and  a  fuU  hearing. 

If  an  additional  issue  of  the  Hocking  Company's  common 
stock  be  had,  the  Chesapeake  Company  will  have  the  privi- 
lege of  acquiring  its  proportionate  share  of  it.  Before  its 
holdings  are  increased,  it  should  be  finally  determined 
whether,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  it  may  lawfully  acquire 
and  hold  any  of  the  Hocking  Company's  stock. 

Additional  affidavits  concerning  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  Hocking  Company  have  been  offered.  At  the  last  annual 
election  of  directors  ther^^  were  213,631  votes  cast  out  of  a 
total  of  260,000.  No  candidate  received  less  than  213,619 
votes.  There  were  manifestly  no  contests.  No  protest  or 
objection  was  made  as  to  the  conduct  or  validity  of  the  elec- 
tion. As  the  shares  held  by  the  Trunk  Line  Syndicate  num- 
bered approximately  only  70,000,  it  was  impossible  for  their 
holders  unaided  to  select  directors.  Had  the  70,000  votes 
been  rejected,  the  directors  would  still  have  received  a  ma- 
jority not  only  of  all  the  votes  cast,  but  of  all  of  the  votcis. 
had  every  share  of  stock  issued  been  voted.   If  the  complain- 
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ing  parties  voted  at  that  election — on  this  the  record  is 
silent — they  cast  their  votes  for  the  board  which  was  declared 
elected.  As  vacancies  occurred  in  the  board,  they  were  [160] 
filled  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law  and  the  regulations 
of  the  company.  It  will  not,  therefore,  be  enjoined  from 
discharging  the  duties  lawfully  devolving  on  it 

The  Hocking  Company  is  paying  interest  at  the  rate  of  5 
per  cent,  on  $2,500,000,  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of  retiring 
its  preferred  stock.  Having  express  statutory  authority  to 
redeem  or  purchase  back  its  preferred  stock,  it  had  the  right 
to  borrow  money  for  that  purpose,  for,  where  a  corporation 
has  power  to  purchase  its  own  shares,  it  may  buy  them  on 
credit  or  may  borrow  money  on  mortgage,  or  otherwise,  to 
pay  for  them.  Machen  on  Corp.  §  630  j  First  Xat,  Bank  v. 
Salem  Capital  Flour  Mills  Co.,  39  Fed.  89,  95,  96 ;  Berger  v. 
U.  8.  Steel  Corp.,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  809,  63  Atl.  68.  Other  items 
of  expenditure  to  a  considerable  amount  are  shown,  for  which 
provision  must  be  made.  The  Chesapeake  Company  is  also 
paying  interest  on  a  large  sum  expended  in  stock  purchases 
and  is  entitled  to  protection  in  a  reasonable  amount  for  such 
inconvenience  and  loss  as  it  may  sustam.  The  fact  is  not 
overlooked  that,  if  common  stock  should  issue,  it  would 
receive  dividends,  if  they  were  earned.  The  bond  should  not 
be  prohibitive  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  and  yet  should 
be  adequate  to  reimburse  the  defendant  comparie><  should 
they  prevail  on  the  final  hearing.  I  have  concluded  that,  if  a 
sufficient  bond  in  the  sum  of  $75,000,  properly  conditioned, 
be  given  within  10  days  from  the  filing  hereof,  an  injunction 
may  go,  until  further  order,  enjoining  the  Hocking  Company 
from  issuing  additional  common  stock  and  the  Chesapeake 
Company  from  voting  its  stockholdings  in  such  company  for 
any  purpose.  On  the  failure  to  give  such  bond  within  the 
time  named,  the  existing  restraining  order  will  stand 
dissolved. 

The  motion  for  a  temporary  injunction  is  granted  to  the 
extent  above  indicated.  The  motion  to  vacate  Uie  restrain- 
ing order  is  overruledi 
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[427]    UNITED  STATES  v.  READING  CO.  ET  AL.* 

(Circuit  Oourt,  B.  D.  Penney Ivania.    December  8, 1910.) 

[183  Fed.  Rep.,  427.] 

{Per  Gray,  Circuii  Jwlge.) 

Evidence  {%%  577},  579,  580) — Gompetenct — ^TKSTiMoirr  Givxir  nr 
Pbiob  Pboceeding  Betobb  Adminibtbattvb  Body. — ^A  copy  of  test!- 
DQOziy  shown  by  a  report  of  the  Interstate  Ck)mmerce  Commission  to 
have  been  given  by  a  witness  in  an  investigation  before  that  body, 
not  otherwise  authenticated,  is  not  competent  evidence  in  a  snbse- 
quent  suit  in  a  federal  court  between  ditferoit  parties  and  In  which 
different  issues  are  involved.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Evidence,  Cent  Dig.  fifi  2410, 
2412,  2413;  Dec.  Dig.  SS  577},  579,  580.] 

Monopolies  ($17) — Combinations  in  Restraint  or  Intbbstate  Com- 
MEBCE — Contracts  Between  Coal  Producers. — For  many  years  small 
producers  of  coal  in  the  anthracite  regions  of  Pennsylvania  had  sold 
their  product  to  contiguous  large  operators,  who  took  it  at  the 
breakers  and  shipped  and  marketed  the  same  through  their  own 
agencies,  paying  to  the  sellers  therefor  a  certain  percentage  of  tide- 
water prices,  differing  under  different  contracts.  During  a  general 
strike  of  all  anthracite  miners,  at  a  conference  between  the  producers, 
in  order  to  induce  the  selling  operators  to  assent  to  a  settlement  by 
which  all  miners  were  to  receive  increased  pay,  the  purchasing  com- 
panies agreed  to  contract  with  the  selling  producers  under  an 
agreed  form  of  contract  by  which  the  purchaser  bought  the  entire 
product  of  the  seller's  mines,  to  be  mined  and  delivered  as  the  buyer 
directed,  which  it  agreed  should  be  the  seller's  just  proportion  of  all 
the  anthracite  coal  which  the  requirements  of  the  market  might 
from  time  to  time  demand.  The  purchasers  were  also  to  pay  an 
increased  percentage  based  on  the  general  average  price  at  tide- 
water during  the  month,  to  be  determined  by  an  expert  accountant 
The  making  of  such  a  contract  was  optional  with  each  s^ler;  bat 
several  were  made,  and  the  accountant  made  reports  which  were 
furnished  to  all  parties  interested,  and  also  published  in  trade 
Journals.  Held,  that  such  agreement  did  not  constitute  hor  evidence 
a  combination  or  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  purchasing  companies 
to  restrain  or  monopolize  the  sale  or  control  the  price  of  coal  in  inter- 
state commerce  in  violation  of  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c  647. 
SS  1,  2,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  but  was  the 
legitimate  outgrowth  of  peculiar  business  conditions,  and  was  to  the 

^  Argued  and  submitted,  and  awaiting  decision  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States. 
^  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1911,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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advantage  of  the  smaller  prodncers  by  utilizing  for  the  handling  of 
their  product  the  facilities  and  agencies  of  the  larger  companies 
Bufflngton,  Circuit  Judge,  dissenting. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Gent  Dig.  Sfi  18; 
Dee.  Dig,  fi  17.] 
Monopolies  (Sl2) — Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Intebstatb  Com- 
MEBCE — Combinations  Prohibited. — To  constitute  a  violation  of 
Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  64,  IS  1.  2,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp. 
St.  1901,  p.  3200),  there  must  be  a  contract,  combination,  or  con- 
spiracy which  in  purpose  or  effect  tends  to  restain  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  states  or  to  monopolize  some  portion  thereof. 
There  must  be  a  meeting  of  the  minds  of  two  or  more  to  accomplish 
some  common  purpose  directly  violative  of  the  act  or  a  purpose 
which  will,  whether  intentionally  or  not,  in  effect  constitute  a  re- 
straint of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  fi  10; 
Dec.  Dig.  §  12.] 
[4281  Monopolies  (§  12) — What  Conbtitutes — Construction  of 
Anti-Trust  Act. — The  mere  extent  of  acquisition  of  business  or 
property  achieved  by  fair  and  lawful  means  cannot  be  the  criterion 
of  monopoly  within  the  meaning  of  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c. 
647,  S  2,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1901,  p.  3200) ;  but  in  addi- 
tion to  acquisition  and  acquirement  there  must  be  an  intent  by 
unlawful  means  to  exclude  others  from  the  same  traffic  or«H>usineBS, 
or  from  acquiring  by  the  same  means  property  and  material  things. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  fi  10;  Dec. 
Dig.  fi  12. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  6,  pp.  4570- 
4574.] 
MoNoroLiEB  (f  24) — Combination  in  Restraint  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce— Suit  for  Injunction — Sufficiency  of  Evidence. — Evidence 
considered  in  a  suit  by  the  United  States  against  various  railroad 
and  coal  companies  engaged  in  the  production  and  transportation 
of  anthracite  coal  in  Pennsylvania,  charging  defendants  with  hav- 
ing entered  into  a  general  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain 
and  monopolize  the  production  and  transportation  in  interstate  com- 
merce of  anthracite  coal,  and  to  control  its  price  in  violation  of 
Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  SS  1,  2.  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  and  held  insufficient  to  establish  such 
charge. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  S  17;  Dec 
Dig.  I  24.] 

(Per  Bufflnffton,  Circuit  Judge,) 

MONOFOLDES    (S   12) — RESTRAINT  OF   INTERSTATE   COMMERCE — CONTRACT 

OR  Combination  Restricting  Comfetition — "Restraint  of 
Trade." — One  of  the  purposes  of  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c,  647, 
fi  1,  20  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8200),  in  making  illegal 
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eTery  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states,  is  to  maintain  interstate  com- 
merce on  the  basis  of  free  competition,  and  any  contract,  combina- 
tion, or  conspiracy,  the  purpose  or  direct  effect  of  which  is  to 
restrict  such  free  competition  by  way  of  transportation  or  other- 
wise, is  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  and  unlawful. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  S  10;  Dec 
Dig.  S  12. 

For  other  definitions,  see  Words  and  Phrases,  vol.  7,  pp.  6185. 
6186.] 
Equity  (§  330) — Pleading — Multitabiousnesb  of  Bill — Waiver. — 
The  failure  of  defendants  to  object  to  a  bill  on  the  ground  of  multi- 
fariousness until  final  hearing,  or  until  after  complainant  has  taken 
his  proofs.  Is  a  waiver  of  objection,  and,  while  the  court  on  such 
hearing  may  of  its  own  motion  dismiss  the  bill,  it  will  not  do  so 
if  that  objection  does  not  embarrass  or  prevent  the  decreeing  of 
relief. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Equity,  CJent.  Dig.  i  663;  Der. 
Dig.  §  330.] 
Monopolies  (§  16) — CkDMBiNATioNs  in  Restraint  of  Interstate  Com- 
MEBCB — Combination  to  Prevent  Building  of  Ck)MPETiNG  Rail- 
road.— A  combination  between  railroad  companies  for  the  avowed 
purpose  and  with  the  effect  of  preventing  the  threatened  building 
of  a  competitive  road  for  the  transportation  of  coal  in  interstate 
commerce,  by  purchasing,  through  a  cori>oration,  the  stocli  of  which 
they  purchased,  large  coal  properties,  the  prior  owners  of  which  had 
pledged  their  tonnage  to  the  projected  road,  thus  retaining  to  cer- 
tain of  the  combined  roads  such  tonnage  and  the  tonnage  of  other 
coal  operators  tributary  thereto  who  had  no  other  means  of  trans- 
porting their  product,  wns  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  several  states,  and  unlawful  under  Anti-Trust 
Act  July  2.  1890.  c.  047,  §  1,  20  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  [4291  St. 
1901.  p.  3200),  against  which  the  United  States  is  entitled  to  injunc- 
tlve  relief  under  section  4  of  the  act.  running,  Circuit  Judge,  dlf«- 
senting  on  the  pleadings  and  evidence. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  S  12;  Dec. 
Dig.  §  10.  ] 
Monopolies  (§  12) — Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Intfrstate  Com- 
merce— Legality  of  Separate  Acts. — The  fact  that  tlie  several  acts 
by  which  the  purpose  of  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  several  states  is  effected  are.  laSfen  in  Isola- 
tion, lawful  or  intrastate  in  character,  and  not  within  the  purview 
of  Anii-Triisi  Avt  July  2,  ISOO,  c.  647,  26  Stat,  209  (L.  S  Comp.  St 
1901,  p.  3200),  does  not  relieve  the  combination  from  illegality; 
but  such  acts  must  be  viewed  as  elements  of  a  whule  and  In  the 
light  of  their  purpose  and  effect  in  combination. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent  Dig.  I  10; 
Deo.  Dig.  ft  12.1 
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Monopolies  (f  16) — Combinations  in  Restbaint  of  Intebstate  Com- 
MEBCE — Consolidation  of  Railboads. — The  purchase  by  one  rail- 
road company  of  the  stock  of  another  by  issuing  and  exchanging  its 
own  stock  therefor,  both  roads  being  at  the  time  carriers  of  anthra- 
cite coal  from  Pennsylvania  to  New  York  Harbor,  but  chiefly  from 
different  localities,  held  not  to  constitute  a  combinatiou  In  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  in  such  coal,  unlawful  under  Anti-Trust  Act 
July  2,  1890,  c.  G47,  §  1,  26  Stat  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901.  p.  3200)  ; 
it  appearing  that  the  main  object  of  the  consolidation  was  the  bet- 
terment of  the  terminal  facilities  of  both  roads  at  New  York  City 
and  Harbor,  which  were  largely  improved  thereby  to  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  and  that  their  competition  in  the  coal  carrying  busi- 
ness was  slight,  and  the  effect,  if  any,  on  such  competition  merely 
Incidental. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.   S  12; 
Dec.  Dig.  §  16.] 

Monopolies  (S  16) — Combination  in  Restbaint  of  Intebstate  Com- 
MEBOB — CoNsouDATioN  OF  Railboads. — The  purchase  by  one  rail- 
road company  of  a  controlling  interest  in  the  stock  of  another, 
which  was  a  competitor  in  the  carrying  of  anthracite  coal  between 
the  mines  and  New  York  Harbor,  did  not  constitute  a  combination 
in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  such  coal,  or  to  monopolize 
such  commerce,  unlawful  under  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2,  1890,  c.  647, 
II  1,  2,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3200),  where  the  pre- 
dominating motive  in  the  purchase  was  to  preserve  traffic  arrange- 
ments which  were  very  important  to  the  purchasing  company,  by 
preventing  the  purchase  of  such  stock  by  another  company,  although 
its  necessary  Incidental  effect  was  to  eliminate  competition  between 
the  two  roads  in  the  coal  carrying  business. 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  I  12; 
Dec.  Dig.  I  16.] 

In  Equity.  Suit  by  the  United  States  against  the  Reading 
Company  and  others.  Decree  granting  the  relief  prayed  for 
in  part,  and  for  defendants  in  part. 

/.  0.  McReynolda  and  G.  Carroll  Todd^  Special  Assistants 
to  the  Attorney  General,  for  the  United  States. 

Robert  W.  De  Forest^  Sarrmel  Dickson,^  and  JcuokBon  E. 
Reynolds^  for  Central  R.  R.  of  New  Jeradj  and  Lehigh  & 
Wilkes-Barre  Coal  Co. 

Alexander  and  Green^  for  Mercantile  Trust  Co. 


i 


870  183  FEDERAL  BEPOKTBB,  430. 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

[430]  Charles  Eeebner^  J.  D.  Campbell^  and  John  (?. 
Johnson^  for  Philadelphia  &  R.  Ry.  Co.,  Philadelphia  &  R. 
Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  and  Reading  Co. 

WiUard^  Warren  and  Knapp,  for  Temple  Iron  Co. 

J,  Claude  Bedford^  for  St.  Clair  Coal  Co. 

James  H.  Torrey  and  William  S.  Opdyke^  for  Delaware 
&  Hudson  Co. 

Welles  and  Torrey^  for  Enterprise  Coal  Co.,  North  End 
Coal  Co.,  and  Green  Ridge  Coal  Co. 

/?.  H.  Patterson^  for  People's  Coal  Co. 

Thxymas  F.  Wells,  for  Pine  Hill  Coal  Co.  and  Nay  Aug 
Coal  Co. 

W.  W.  Watson,  for  Austin  Coal  Co. 

Henry  W.  Palmar,  for  Parrish  Coal  Co. 

Frank  H.  Piatt,  J.  F,  Schaperkotter,  and  George  W.  Field, 
for  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  and  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co. 

Adelbert  Moot,  George  F.  Brownell,  and  Herbert  A.  Tay- 
lor, for  Erie  R.  Co.,  New  York,  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  New  York, 
S.  &  W.  Coal  Co.,  Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.,  Hillside  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.,  and  Clarence  Coal  Co. 

Before  Gray,  Buffinoton,  and  Lanninq,  Circuit  Judges. 

Gray,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  proceedings  in  this  case  were  begun  by  a  petition  in 
the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  June  12,  1907,  on  behalf 
of  the  United  States,  under  section  4  of  the  act  of  Congress 
of  July  2,  1890,  commonly  known  as  the  "Anti-Trust  Act," 
against  the  defendants  named  above.  Act  July  2,  1890,  c 
647,  26  Stat.  209  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3201).  The 
petition  invokes  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to  prevent  and 
restrain  the  alleged  violation  by  the  defendants  of  sections 
1  and  2  of  said  act  of  Congress.    The  defendants  are  aU 
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alleged  to  be  oorporations  duly  created  under  the  laws  of 
the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  New  York  and  New  Jersey, 
respectively. 

In  its  first  paragraph,  the  petition  alleges  that  the  de- 
fendants, the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 
the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  the  Delaware,  Lacka- 
vranna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  the  Central  Railroad 
Company  of  New  Jersey,  the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and 
the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company 
(called  the  defendant  carriers  when  referred  to  collectively), 
are  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  transportation, 
particularly  in  the  transportation  of  anthracite  coal  from 
the  mines  of  Pennsylvania  to  the  markets  of  that  and  other 
states.  It  allies  that  the  defendants,  the  Philadelphia  & 
Reading  Coal  &  Iron  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal 
Company,  the  Lehigh  &  Wilkes-Barre  Coal  Company,  the 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Company,  the  Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Com- 
pany, and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Coal 
Company  (called  the  defendant  coal  companies),  own  and 
operate  anthracite  coal  mines  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania, 
and  ^'  buy,  sell  and  otherwise  deal  in  anthracite  coal  in  the 
markets  of  the  several  states";  that  the  defendant,  the 
Temple  Iron  Company,  also  owns  and  operates  anthracite 
mines  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania;  that  the  defendant,  the 
Reading  Company,  is  the  holding  corporation  of  the  Read- 
ing System,  [431]  and  holds  the  entire  capital  stock  of  the 
Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company  and  of  the  Phila- 
delphia &  Reading  Coal  &  Iron  Company,  and  a  majority 
in  interest  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Central  Railroad  Com- 
pany of  New  Jersey. 

In  its  second  paragraph,  it  is  alleged  that,  save  the  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  Company  and  the  New  York,  Ontario  & 
Western  Railroad  Company,  and  the  line  of  the  Delaware  & 
Hudson  Company,  the  defendant  carriers  operate  the  only 
lines  of  railroad  that  penetrate  the  anthracite  coal  regions, 
and,  with  the  exception  stated,  furnish  and  control  the  only 
means  of  transporting  anthracite  coal  from  the  mines  in 
Pennsylvania  to  the  markets  and  distributing  points  in  that 
and  other  states,  particularly  the  great  markets  and  distrib- 
uting points  at  tide  water  in  the  vicinity  of  New  York. 
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The  third  paragraph  of  the  petition  alleges  that  the  Bead- 
ing Company,  the  holding  corporation  of  the  Reading  Sys- 
tem, which  holds  the  entire  capital  stock  of  the  Philadel- 
phia &  Reading  Railway  Company,  also  holds  the  entire 
capital  stock  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Coal  &  Iron 
Company;  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company  owns  all 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company;  the 
Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  owns  nine-tenths 
of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Lehigh  &  Wilkes-Barre  Coal  Com- 
pany ;  the  Erie  Railroad  Company  owns  all  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  and  a  large  majority  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Company ;  and 
the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company 
owns  nearly  all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  New  York,  Sus- 
quehanna &  Western  Coal  Company;  and  that  these  so- 
called  ^'  subsidiary ''  coal  mining  companies  (the  defendant 
coal  companies  herein)  are  controlled  by  or  in  the  interest 
of  the  defendant  carriers,  or  some  of  them,  through  the 
ownership  of  controlling  stock  interests. 

The  fourth  paragraph  of  the  petition,  after  stating  that 
anthracite  coal  is  an  article  of  prime  necessity  and  univer- 
sally used  for  domestic  purposes  throughout  New  England 
and  the  Middle  Atlantic  States,  and  that  the  source  of  the 
entire  supply,  save  a  few  small  deposits  of  inferior  quality <» 
is  located  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  in  an  area  of  about 
484  square  miles,  divided  for  trade  purposes  into  three 
regions,  viz.,  the  northern  or  Wyoming  (sometimes  called 
the  Lackawanna)  region,  the  middle  or  Lehigh  region,  and 
the  southern  or  Schuylkill  region,  alleges  that  the  defendant 
carriers  and  the  Reading  Company,  either  directly  or  through 
the  said  defendant  coal  companies,  own  or  control  90  per  cent, 
approximately,  of  the  entire  unmined  area  of  anthracite, 
distributed  substantially  in  the  following  proportions,  to  wit : 

Per  cent, 
Reading  Company 44. 00 

liClifgh  VaUey  Railroad  Company 16.87 

Delaware,  I^ckawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Co Q.66 

Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey 19.00 

Erie  Railroad  Company 2.50 

New  York,  Snaquehanna  k  Weetem  Railroad  Co .  64 

89.65 
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[432]  — and  that  they  produce,  either  directly  or  through 
the  agency  of  these  coal  companies,  from  70  to  75  per  cent, 
approximately,  of  the  annual  supply  of  anthracite.  There 
are,  however,  it  is  alleged,  a  large  number  of  independent 
individual  firms  and  corporations  who  mine  anthracite,  either 
from  their  own  properties  or  from  properties  leased  by  them, 
and  who  would  be  free  from  the  control  of  the  defendant 
carriers,  were  it  not  for  the  unlawful  contracts  hereinafter 
referred  to;  that  these  independent  operators  produce,  ap- 
proximately, from  20  to  25  per  cent  of  the  annual  supply  of 
anthracite  (the  residue  being  produced  by  the  anthracite 
carriers  not  parties  hereto),  which  would  come  in  competi- 
tion in  the  great  distributing  centers  with  the  anthracite 
produced  by  the  defendant  carriers,  or  their  so-called  agen- 
cies, the  defendant  coal  companies,  were  it  not  for  the  unlaw- 
ful contracts,  combinations  and  conspiracies  hereinafter 
charged  and  set  forth,  which  stifle  competition  between  the 
several  defendant  carriers,  or  their  so-called  agencies,  in  the 
sale  of  anthracite  coal  throughout  the  several  states,  and 
between  such  defendant  carriers,  or  their  so-called  agencies, 
and  the  aforesaid  independent  operators. 

Paragraph  5  alleges  that  that  part  of  the  anthracite  output 
not  consumed  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  is  carried  chiefly 
to  tide  water  at  New  York  Harbor,  and  is  thence  distributed 
by  water  and  by  railroad  to  points  in  the  New  England  and 
Middle  Atlantic  States ;  that  New  York  Harbor  is  the  prin- 
cipal distributing  point  for  anthracite  coal,  and  that  the 
price  in  that  market  fixes  or  regulates  its  price  in  the  mar- 
kets of  the  several  states  which  get  their  supply  through  New 
York  Harbor  points. 

Paragraph  6  sets  forth  the  attempted  lease,  in  January, 
1892,  by  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company  and  by  the 
Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  as  lessors,  of  their 
respective  railroads  and  coal  properties,  to  the  Philadelphia 
&  Reading  Railroad  Company,  predecessor  of  the  present 
defendant,  as  lessee,  for  the  period  of  999  years;  and  that 
by  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
said  lease  of  the  properties  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company 
was  adjudged  to  be  null  and  void,  and  that,  in  consequence 
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thereof,  the  lease  between  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Bail- 
road  Company  and  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company 
was  rescinded. 

The  gist  of  the  petition  and  its  charging  part  are  set  forth 
in  the  seventh  paragraph  thereof.  Its  general  charge  of  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  is  thus  set  forth : 

"The  average  price  of  anthracite  coal  at  tide  water,  taking  for 
illnstration  the  stove  size,  which  rose  from  $3.71  and  $3.85  a  ton  in 
1890  and  1891,  respectively,  prior  to  the  leases  just  described,  to  $4J5 
and  $4.19  a  ton  in  1892  and  1893  respectively,  the  years  during  which 
the  said  leases  were  in  force,  again  declined,  under  the  influence  of 
competition,  in  the  years  immediately  following  the  cancellation  of 
the  leases,  falling  to  $3.60  a  ton  in  1894  and  $3.12  a  ton  in  1805. 
Whereupon,  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  sections  1  and  2,  respec- 
tively, of  an  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  2,  1890.  entitled  "An  act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  mo- 
nopolies" (26  Stat.  209),  the  defendant  the  Reading  Company,  and 
the  defendant  carriers  and  the  defendant  coal  companies,  owning  or 
controlling  90  per  cent,  more  or  less,  of  all  the  anthracite  deposits, 
and  producing  75  per  cent,  more  or  less,  of  the  annual  anthracite  sap- 
ply,  and  controlling  all  the  means  of  transportation  between  the  an- 
thracite mines  and  tide  water,  save  the  rail [483] roads  operated 
by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  and  the  New  York,  Ontario 
&  Western  Railway  Company,  which,  as  aforesaid,  reach  only  a  lim- 
ited number  of  collieries,  entered  into  an  agreement,  scheme,  combi- 
nation, or  conspiracy,  by  virtue  whereof  they  acquired  the  power  to 
control,  regulate,  restrain,  and  monopolize,  and  have  controlled,  regu- 
lated, restrained  and  monopolized,  not  only  the  production  of  anthra- 
cite coal,  but  its  transportation  from  the  mines  in  Pennsylvania  to 
market  points  in  other  states  and  its  price  and  sale  throughout  the 
several  states,  with  the  result  that  competition  in  the  transportation 
and  sale  of  anthracite  coal  has  been  wholly  suppressed,  and  the 
price  thereof  to  consumers  greatly  enhanced.  As  steps  in  the  devel- 
opment of  this  illegal  combination,  and  in  furtherance  of  its  illegal 
purposes,  the  defendants  herein  named,  or  some  of  them,  engaged  in 
and  became  parties  to  the  following  additional  acts,  schemes  and  con- 
tracts, among  others,  in  violation  of  the  aforesaid  act  of  July  2, 
1890,"  etc. 

These  "  additional  acts,  schemes  and  contracts,"  alleged  to 
be  steps  in  the  development  of  this  illegal  combination,  4n 
violation  of  the  act,  are  then  set  forth  in  said  paragraph. 
They  are  four  in  number,  and  are  referred  to  as  (a)  the  65 
per  cent  contracts,  {b)  the  absorption  by  the  Erie  Railroad 
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Gompany  of  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Rail- 
road Company,  (c)  the  acquisition  by  the  Reading  Company  of 
the  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company 
of  New  Jersey,  (d)  the  Temple  Iron  Company  transaction, 
and  (e)  the  acquisition  by  the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  while 
controlling  the  Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Company,  of  all  the 
shares  of  the  Delaware  Valley  &  Kingston  Railroad  Com- 
pany, a  projected  competing  carrier,  and  all  the  shares  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Company,  a  competing  producer. 

All  of  the  above  named  defendants,  both  carrier  and  coal 
companies,  have  filed  their  answers  to  the  petition,  and  the 
Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Company  demurred  generally  for  want 
of  equity,  and  specially  for  multifariousness.  These  answers 
are  several  and  separate,  and  each  of  them  denies  any  partici- 
pation in  any  combination  or  conspiracy,  as  charged  against 
all  the  defendants  in  the  seventh  paragraph  of  the  petition, 
and  all  knowledge  or  information  in  regard  to  the  same. 
The  separate  acts  charged  against  various  groups  of  the  de- 
fendants, as  steps  towards  the  alleged  general  conspiracy, 
and  as  independently  unlawful,  are  also  denied  by  those  de- 
fendants, respectively,  against  whom  the  charge  is  made. 

After  the  filing  of  the  answers,  the  petitioner,  by  leave  of 
the  court,  amended  its  original  petition,  by  adding  as  de- 
fendants therein  a  large  number  of  independent  coal  pro- 
ducers, operators  and  mine  owners,  as  being  parties  to  the  so- 
called  65  per  cent  contracts  with  all  or  some  of  the  original 
defendants. 

Issue  having  been  joined  by  replication  duly  filed  by  the 
petitioners,  evidence  was  taken  at  great  length  on  behalf  of 
both  the  government  and  the  defendants,  and  the  case  is  now 
before  us  on  final  hearing. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress,  of  July  2, 1800,  with 
which  we  are  here  concerned,  are  contained  in  sections  1,  2, 
and  4  of  said  act,  and  are  as  follows : 

*'  SionoH  1.  Bvery  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  tmet  or 
otherwlae,  or  conspiracy,  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  aeyeral  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  la  hereby  declared  to  be 
IllegaL  Brery  person  who  shaU  make  any  aach  contract  or  engage 
In  MBj  snch  combination  or  conaplracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
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misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  [4M]  ahall  be  punished  by 
fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  bjr  imprisonment  not  ex- 
ceeding one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

"Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolise,  or  combine,  or  con- 
spire with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  numopoUse  any  part  of  the 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  fbrelgn  nattona. 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof, 
shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by 
imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments, 
In  the  discretion  of  the  court 

•  •••••• 

"  Sec.  4.  The  several  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
invested  with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this 
act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the 
United  States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Attorney  General,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and 
restrain  such  violations. '  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition 
setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such  violation  shall  be  en- 
Joined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of  shall 
have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon 
as  may  be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case ;  and  pending 
such  petition  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make 
such  temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed 
Just  in  the  premises.' 


»» 


The  theory  of  the  government's  case,  as  stated  by  the 
learned  and  able  counsel  who  represented  it,  is  that  all  the 
original  defendants  have  long  been  parties  to  a  general  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  which  stifles  competition  and  ob- 
structs trade  and  commerce  among  the  states  in  anthracite 
coal,  to  which  the  separate  acts  charged  against  various 
groups  of  the  same  defendants  are  referable  as  steps  towards 
the  common  goal;  and  further,  that  these  separate  acts  of 
the  various  groups  are  independently  in  violation  of  the  act 
of  Congress,  and  contributing  as  they  do  to  the  same  end, 
that  all  the  defendants,  parties  to  some  of  them,  would  prop- 
erly be  embraced  in  one  petition,  though  there  were  no  gen- 
eral combination  or  conspiracy  to  which  each  might  be  re- 
ferred. 

(Counsel  for  the  petitioner  have  dwelt  at  great  length  upon 
the  somewhat  peculiar  conditions  now  and  for  a  long  time 
past  obtaining  in  the  production  and  transportation  of  coal 
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in  the  anthracite  region  of  Pennsylvania,  and  counsel  for  the 
defendants  have  referred  to  the  history,  as  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence, of  the  development  of  coal  production  and  transpor- 
tation in  that  region,  and  the  necessary  and  fostering  care 
exercised  by  the  state  in  promoting  that  development.  This 
development  has  necessarily  been  influenced  by  the  peculiar 
natural  features,  topographical  and  geographical,  which 
characterize  the  anthracite  region,  and  it  is  doubtless  true 
that  the  present  situation  of  trade  and  traffic  in  anthracite 
coal  is  largely  the  outgrowth  of  these  antecedent  conditions. 

The  knowledge  of  the  availability  of  anthracite  coal  as  a 
fuel  for  domestic  and  industrial  purposes,  antedating  as  it 
did  the  railroad  era,  was  not  utilized  for  want  of  transpor- 
tation facilities,  and  after  the  beginning  of  that  era,  for  the 
want  of  capital  for  the  building  of  railroads  and  the  mining 
and  preparation  of  the  coal  for  use.  The  requirement  of 
such  capital  was  enhanced  by  the  fact  that  the  production  of 
anthracite  coal  differed  from  that  of  bituminous  coal,  in  that 
the  former,  after  it  was  mined,  required  to  be  broken  up  be- 
fore it  was  marketed  into  assorted  sizes,  by  means  of  ex- 
pensive machinery  called  "  breakers." 

[435]  The  transportation  of  anthracite  coal  to  the  more 
distant  markets  of  Pennsylvania  and  adjoining  states,  was  at 
first  accomplished  by  the  construction  of  canals  by  those  own- 
ing the  coal  properties.  The  public  policy  of  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  for  obvious  reasons,  favored  such  construction. 
This  public  policy  also  extended  to  the  construction  of  rail- 
roads from  convenient  shipping  points  to  different  parts  of 
the  anthracite  region.  This  policy  is  exemplified  by  the  acts 
of  Assembly  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  between  the  years 
1823  and  1871,  which  expressly  conferred  upon  the  Delaware 
&  Hudson  Company  the  same  authority  which  was  conferred 
upon  it  in  its  act  of  incorporation  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
April  23,  1823  (Laws  1823,  c.  238),  "  to  construct  a  canal  or 
water  navigation  from  the  anthracite  coal  district  in  Penn- 
sylvania to  the  Hudson  river  in  New  York,  to  purchase  lands 
in  Pennsylvania  containing  stone  or  anthracite  coal;  and  to 
employ  its  capital  in  the  business  of  transporting  to  market 
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coal  mined  from  such  landa"  This  authority  was  afterwards 
extended  to  the  construction  and  acquisition  of  railroads  for 
the  same  general  purpose  of  transporting  coal  from  the  coal 
lands  owned  by  said  company.  The  same  is  in  general  true 
of  the  other  defendant  carriers.  Under  and  in  deference  to 
the  same  general  policy,  the  roads  of  the  other  defendant 
carriers  were  constructed,  either  by  the  present  corporations 
or  their  predecessors  in  title,  as  also  were  established  the  de- 
fendant coal  companies  which  grew  up  under  the  auspices  or 
ownership  of  the  defendant  carriers,  respectively,  each  coal 
company  producing  or  marketing  the  coal  over  the  railroad 
to  which  the  mines  from  which  it  was  produced  were  con- 
tiguous or  naturally  tributary.  These  coal  companies  were 
organized  from  time  to  time  under  acts  of  Assembly  of  the 
state  of  Pennsylvania,  with  authority  to  mine  and  sell  coal 
and  to  acquire  coal  lands  for  that  purpose.  Moreover,  by  an 
act  of  Assembly  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  approved  April 
15, 1869  (P.  L.  31),  entitled  ''An  act  to  authorize  railroad  and 
canal  companies  to  aid  in  the  development  of  the  coal,  iron, 
lumber  and  other  material  interests  of  this  commonwealth,'' 
such  railroad  and  canal  companies  were  authorized  to  aid 
corporations  engaged  in  developing  coal,  iron,  lumber,  and 
other  material  interests  of  Pennsylvania,  by  the  purchase  of 
their  capital  stock  and  bonds,  or  either  of  them. 

The  anthracite  coal  deposits  of  Pennsylvania  are  found  in 
three  quite  distinct  and  separate  fields  or  regions — ^the  upper, 
or  Wyoming,  region  extending  in  a  northeast  and  southwest 
direction,  and  of  comparatively  narrow  width,  for  a  distance 
of  50  or  60  miles,  partly  on  both  sides  of  the  Susquehanna 
river  as  it  runs  from  the  northeast  to  the  southwest,  contain- 
ing 176  square  miles  in  Lackawanna  and  Luzerne  counties; 
the  middle  or  Lehigh  region  containing  127  square  miles  in 
Luzerne,  Schuylkill,  Columbia  and  Northumberland  counties; 
and  the  southern  or  Schuylkill  region,  in  Schuylkill,  Dauphin 
and  Carbon  counties,  containing  181  square  miles.  Scranton 
and  Wilkes-Barre  are  the  principal  towns  of  the  Wyoming 
region,  Hazleton  of  the  Lehi|^  region,  and  Pottsville  of  the 
Schuylkill  region.    In  each  of  these  regions,  there  are  many 
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collieries  and  plants  for  preparing  coal,  including  those 
owned  and  operated  by  the  defendant  coal  companies  or  car- 
riers, as  well  as  by  so-called  independent  coal  companies 
[486]  and  operators.  Into  each  of  them  run  one  or  more  of 
the  defendant  carrier  companies,  which,  with  some  other  com- 
panies not  defendants,  collect  and  carry  the  coal  adjacent 
to  their  lines,  respectively,  by  means  of  the  spurs  and  branches 
constructed  from  such  lines  to  the  various  mines  and  col- 
lieries. Naturally,  each  railroad  line  carries  the  coal  from 
that  part  of  the  coal  region  adjacent  to  it  or  conveniently 
reached  by  its  spurs  and  branches. 

From  one  of  the  tables  filed  as  a  government  exhibit,  we 
take  the  following  statement  of  the  shipments  of  anthracite 
coal  carried  by  the  defendant  railway  companies,  and  two 
others,  as  initial  transportation  lines  during  1907,  and  the 
proportionate  percentage  of  the  whole  carried  by  each : 


•  Railroad 


* 


Fhila.  A  Reading  Ry 

Lebigh  Valley  Railroad 

Central  R.  R.  of  New  Jeraey. 

Del.  Lackawanna  A  West  R.  R . 
Delaware  A  Hadaon  Company.. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad 

Erie  Railroad 

New  York.  Ontario  A  West  Ry. 


QroBtons. 

Percent 

14,018,706 

20.80 

11,532,256 

17.18 

8,714.113 

12.00 

10,237,419 

15.25 

6,562,768 

0.78 

6,203,271 

0.24 

7,151,688 

10.66 

2,680,080 

4.01 

67,100,803 

100.00 

It  appears  from  the  exhibits  and  testimony  produced  by 
the  petitioner,  that  approximately  12  per  cent  of  the  total 
production  of  coal  in  the  anthracite  region  is  not  shipped 
away,  but  is  consumed  at  local  points  and  in  the  operation 
of  the  mines,  and  that,  taking  the  year  1905  as  a  normal  year, 
it  would  appear  that,  of  the  coal  that  was  shipped  away 
from  the  mines,  about  25  per  cent  was  carried  to  tide  water 
points  in  New  York  Harbor,  and  of  the  balance,  about  20 
per  cent  was  consumed  within  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  and 
55  per  cent  shipped  to  points  outside  the  state,  other  than 
those  at  tide  water  in  New  York  Harbor. 

As  averred  in  the  petition,  and  as  appears  in  the  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  the  distribution  of  coal  lands  among  the 
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principal  holders  ai  the  time  of  filing  the  petition  was  as 
follows : 

Area 


Names  of  holders:  acres. 

The  Del.,  Lackawanna  &  West.  R.  R.  Co 17,353 

The  Delaware  &  Hudson  Ck>.  and  subsidiaries 25,180 

Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Company 13,466 

The  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company 13,900 

The  New  York,  Susqu^anna  &  West.  Coal  Co 963 

Scranton  Coal  Company 2.695 

Elk  HiU  Coal  &  Iron  Company 3,019 

Lehigh  &  Wilkes-Barre  Coal  Company 15,650 

The  Temple  Iron  Company  and  subsidiaries 4,465 

Susquehanna  Coal  Co.  and  affiliated  companies 16,867 

Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company 37,047 

Coxe  Bros.  &  Company,  Inc 5,311 

Philadelphia  &  Reading  Coal  and  Iron  Co 98,077 

Lehigh  Coal  &  Navigation  Company 13,783 

Total 267, 806 

Total  coal  area  (484  square  miles) 309,760 

[437]  Of  these,  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  Company  and 
its  subsidiaries,  the  Scranton  Coal  Company,  the  Elk  Hill 
Coal  &  Iron  Company,  the  Susquehanna  Coal  Company  and 
affiliated  companies,  and  the  Lehigh  Coal  &  Navigation  Com- 
pany, whose  ownership  aggregates  61,574  acres,  are  not  de- 
fendants in  this  proceeding,  as  participants  in  the  general 
combination  or  conspiracy  charged  by  the  petition  against 
the  original  defendants  therein  named.  This  would  leave 
about  two-thirds  in  area  of  the  coal  lands  of  the  anthracite 
region  in  the  ownership  or  possession  by  lease,  or  otherwise, 
of  the  defendant  companies.  '  As  appears  from  the  undis- 
puted testimony  of  the  defendants,  these  present  holdings 
of  coal  lands  have  resulted  from  acquisitions  made  through 
a  long  period  of  years  by  the  companies  named  respectively, 
or  their  predecessors  in  title,  beginning,  in  the  case  of  some 
of  the  largest  holders  and  in  respect  to  the  larger  part  of 
the  acquisition,  long  prior  to  1874.  The  gradual  growth  of 
these  acquisitions  and  the  consequent  development  of  the 
present  situation,  it  is  contended  by  the  defendants,  have 
been  induced  by  natural  causes,  such  as  the  geographical 
and  topographical  features  of  the  anthracite  coal  region. 
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which  have  presented  serious  obstacles  to  the  construction 
of  railroads  with  which  it  was  sought  to  penetrate  the  differ- 
ent coal  fields  of  the  anthracite  region,  and  which  have  en- 
hanced enormously  the  cost  of  their  construction;  that  in 
the  earlier  periods  of  the  development  of  this  region,  when 
the  mines  and  the  production  of  coal  were  more  largely  in 
the  hands  of  individuals  and  small  corporations,  the  busi- 
ness of  mining  and  marketing  coal  was  wasteful  and  often 
resulted  largely  in  the  failure  or  bankruptcy  of  those  con- 
cerned therein.  The  individual  exploiter  skimmed  the  cream, 
so  to  speak,  of  his  coal  lands,  and,  unable  to  meet  the  ex- 
pense of  practicing  the  econcmiies  necessary  to  their  full 
development,  the  mines  were  not  infrequently  abandoned, 
and  of  this  abandonment,  deterioration  or  ruin  was  the  nat- 
ural result.  That,  latterly,  the  recurrence  of  strikes  and 
labor  troubles  have  contributed  to  the  difficulties  of  the 
situation.  That  these  strikes  and  labor  troubles  extended  to 
all  the  coal  mining  and  coal  shipping  operations  of  the 
whole  region,  affecting  all  producers,  great  and  small  alike, 
and  that  the  solidarity  of  the  labor  unions  compelled  a  joint 
agreement,  embracing  all  engaged  in  mining  operations  as 
to  the  terms  of  settlement.  That  since  the  last  settlement  in 
1902-^,  there  has  resulted  a  condition  of  comparative  indus- 
trial peace  in  the  anthracite  region.  That  this  condition, 
together  with  the  increased  demand  for  and  the  consequent 
increased  price  of  coal  have  regulated,  without  destroying, 
the  natural  competition  of  the  great  carrying  and  producing 
ceinpanies.  That  many  economies  in  the  production  and 
sale  of  coal  have  been  made  possible,  wasteful  production 
largely  done  away  with,  and,  more  than  all,  a  wise  and 
scientific  conservation  of  the  future  supply  of  this  necessity 
of  modem  life  has  been  brought  about,  to  the  infinite  advan- 
tage of  the  public  and  of  those  connected  with  the  production 
of  coal,  whether  as  capitalists  or  laborers. 

It  is  further  urged  by  the  defendants,  that  the  destruction 
of  present  conditions  and  methods  attending  the  production 
and  sale  of  coal,  [438]  will  produce  a  deplorable  anarchy 
in  the  trade,  and  involve  in  confusion  and  financial  loss  all 
those  engaged  therein,  a  confusion  and  loss  by  which  the 
consumer  is  bound  to  suffer. 
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This  may  all  be  admitted.  Counsel  for  the  petttioner, 
indeed,  do  not  undertake  to  deny,  as  it  is  unnecessary  that 
they  should,  any  of  these  statements.  They  are  only  perti- 
nent as  challenging  by  their  importance  the  careful  consid- 
eration by  the  court  of  the  issues  involved  in  the  case  be- 
fore us. 

The  general  situation  being  as  thus  briefly  indicated,  the 
defendant  railway  carriers  and  defendant  coal  companies  are 
charged  by  the  petition,  as  above  stated,  with  having,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  provisions  of  sections  1  and  2  of  the  act  of 
Congress,  approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled  ^^An  act  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopo- 
lies ''  at  a  time  not  definitely  stated,  but  presumably  shortly 
after  the  year  1895,  ^^  entered  into  an  agreement,  scheme, 
combination  or  conspiracy,  by  virtue  whereof  they  acquired 
the  power  to  control,  regulate,  restrain  and  monopolize,  and 
have  controlled,  regulated,  restrained  and  monopolised,  not 
only  the  production  of  anthracite  coal,  but  its  transportation 
from  the  mines  in  Pennsylvania  to  market  points  in  other 
states,  and  its  price  and  sale  throughout  the  several  states, 
with  the  result  that  competition  in  the  transportation  and 
sale  of  anthracite  coal  has  been  wholly  suppressed  and  the 
price  thereof  to  consumers  greatly  enhanced."  For  specific 
details  of  time,  place  and  circumstance  of  this  somewhat 
vague  and  indefinite  charge,  we  must  of  course  look  to  the 
evidence  adduced  by  the  petitioner.  In  saying  that  the  time 
fixed  for  the  entering  into  the  combination  and  conspiracy 
charged,  is  presumably  shortly  after  1895,  reference  is  made 
to  the  statements  of  the  petition  introductory  to  the  charge 
above  quoted.  These  statements  having  set  forth  the  at- 
tempted lease,  in  1892,  by  which  the  Philadelphia  &  Beading 
Kailroad  Company,  as  lessee,  was  to  take  over  the  railroad 
and  coal  properties  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  C<Mnpany 
and  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the 
lessors,  for  a  period  of  999  years,  and  that  the  same  was  set 
aside  by  a  decree  of  the  chancellor  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
in  1893,  at  the  suit  of  its  Attorney  General,  adjudging  the 
same  to  be  null  and  void,  the  petition  avers  that  the  price  of 
stove  size  of  anthracite  coal  at  tide  water,  which  rose  from 
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$8.71  and  $8.85  a  ton  in  1890  and  1891  respectively,  prior  to 
the  leases  just  described,  to  $4.15  and  $4.19  a  ton  in  1892 
and  1898,  respectively,  and  again  declined  in  the  years  imme- 
diately following  the  cancellation  of  the  leases  to  $8.60  a  ton 
in  1894  and  $8.12  a  ton  in  1895.  Whereupon,  the  petition 
charges  that  the  defendants  entered  into  the  combination 
and  conspiracy  as  above  recited.  The  conclusion  is  thus 
sought  to  be  drawn  by  the  petitioner,  that  the  motive  of  the 
combinaticHi  and  conspiracy  about  to  be  charged  was  the  fall 
in  the  price  of  stove  coal  that  occurred  in  1895,  and  that  the 
time  at  which  it  was  entered  into  was  shortly  thereafter. 

Accordingly,  as  being  direct  evidence  of  the  general  con< 
spiracy  charged,  we  are  referred  to  the  testimony  touching 
what  is  alleged  to  be  an  express  agreement  or  arrangement 
entered  into  between  the  [489]  presidents  of  the  defendant 
carriers,  on  January  28,  1896,  and  spoken  of  as  ^  the  presi- 
dents' percentages.'^ 

Joseph  A.  Harris,  one  of  the  first  witnesses  produced  on 
behalf  of  the  petitioner,  was  president  of  the  Philadelphia 
&  Beading  Railroad  Company  from  1898  to  1895,  when  he  be- 
came one  of  the  receivers  appointed  by  this  court  of  the  said 
railroad,  and  of  the  coal  and  iron  company,  and  after  the  re- 
organization in  1897,  president  again  of  the  Beading  Bail- 
road  Company,  the  Beading  Company,  and  the  Beading  Coal 
&  Iron  Company,  until  1901,  when  he  retired.  He  was  called 
to  testify,  and  was  questioned  at  great  length  as  to  certain 
alleged  agreements  between  the  defendant  carriers  and  coal 
companies  in  1876,  1884,  1885  and  1886,  by  which  the  coal 
tonnage  of  the  different  roads  was  to  be  apportioned  among 
the  several  roads  and  restricted  to  certain  percentages  of  the 
whole.  To  repeated  questions,  he  answered  that  he  had  no 
recollection  at  all  in  regard  to  such  agreements  ever  having 
existed.  He  was  then  questioned  as  to  certain  testimony 
given  by  him  in  a  suit  by  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  against 
certain  of  these  companies  in  1886,  as  to  all  of  which  he  re- 
plied that  he  had  no  recollection  of  having  given  the  testi- 
mony referred  to,  and  when  read  to  him,  that  it  did  not  re- 
fresh his  memory.  The  same  course  was  pursued  in  regard 
to  the  proceeding  before  the  Interstate  Conmieroe  Commis- 
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sion,  in  which  he  is  said  to  have  testified  with  the  same  result. 
This  course  of  qiuestioning  was  pursued,  and  to  reiterated 
leading  questions,  he  repeatedly  declared  that  he  had  no  recol- 
lection and  did  not  believe  that  any  such  agreements  between 
the  defendant  companies  as  he  was  being  interrogated  about 
had  ever  existed.   The  examination  then  continues  as  follows : 


u 


Q.  Coming  now  to  the  year  1S96,  while  yoo  were  president  of  the 
Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railroad  Company,  give  ns  the  substance  of 
the  agreement  between  the  presidents  of  the  anthracite  coal  roads 
entered  into  at  that  time,  establishing  what  were  thereafter  commonly 
called  '  presidents'  percentages.' — ^A.  I  do  not  know  anything  about  it 

"Q.  Have  you  never  heard  of  the  'presidents*  percentages'? — ^A.  I 
have  never  heard  of  the  '  presidents'  percentages.'  I  never  heard  the 
tei*m. 

"  Q.  What  was  the  agreement  entered  into  by  the  presidents  of  the 
railroads  in  1896,  in  reference  to  aUotting  to  each  interest  a  certain 
percentage  of  the  total  output  of  coal? — A.  I  do  not  know.  I  do  not 
remember  that  there  was  any  agreement  at  alL  Have  you  anything 
there  to  refresh  my  memory? 

"  Q.  In  1896,  was  there  not  a  meeting  of  tl>e  presidents  of  the  coal 
carrying  roads,  in  which  the  question  of  the  allotment  of  tonnage  was 
discussed? — ^A.  That  I  do  not  remember  at  all. 

"  Q.  Do  you  remember  no  discussion  in  reference  to  that  matter 
between  the  presidents  of  the  various  coal  carrying  roads? — A.  No; 
if  you  will  give  me  the  papers,  I  will  look  over  them  and  tell  you. 

'*Q.  This  is  your  testimony  which  was  taken  in  the  investigation 
before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  (referring  to  testi- 
mony).— ^A.  I  no  doubt  gave  my  testimony  correctly  then. 

*'  Q.  You  were  asked :  '  You  do  recollect,  do  you  not,  that  there  was 
a  time  when  that  matter  (referring  to  the  distribution  of  tonnage 
among  the  conl  carrying  roads)  cnme  up  for  discussion  among  the 
presidents  of  the  coal  carrying  roads? '  and  you  replied,  *  What  ques- 
tion came  up?  Q.  The  question  uf  the  division  of  the  business  of 
carrying  coal — the  question  of  the  division  [4401  of  the  antliracite 
coal  into  certain  percentages? '  you  saying,  *  Understanding  as  to  what 
share  of  the  business  each  rond  was  legally  entitled  to?  Q.  Yes,  if 
that  makes  it  clearer,'  and  then  you  answered  that,  *  Yes.' 

"  Judge  Campbell.  I  think  the  witness's  attention  should  be  called 
to  the  whole  of  his  examination  and  cross-examinatiMt,  because  he 
may  liave,  and  probably  did  on  further  recollection  or  refreshment  of 
his  memory,  made  a  very  material  change  in  the  substance  of  bis 
testimony. 

"By  Mr.  McReynolds: 

"Q.  Have  you  any  recollection  of  those  meetings  at  ail? — A.  I  liave 
no  recollection  of  them  at  all ;  no.    If  I  were  to  see  these  minutes  or 


tJNITED  6TATS8  V.  BBADIKQ  CO.  885 

Opinion  of  the  CJourt. 

to  read  tbem,  I  might  remember  them.    I  have  no  doubt  that  what  I 
testified  to  there  was  true.    That  is  all  I  can  say. 

'*  Q.  From  1896  down  to  the  time  when  you  left  the  Reading  Rail- 
road Company,  was  there  not  a  general  understanding  between  you 
and  the  yarions  presidents  of  the  coal  carrying  roads,  as  to  what  per- 
centage each  one  should  be  entitled  to? — ▲.  There  was  not  a  general 
understanding,  because  it  was  the  subject  of  a  great  deal  of  contest. 
I  do  not  believe,  so  far  as  my  recollection  goes,  that  there  was  ever 
any  agreement  made  at  all. 

**  Q.  Please  read  this  testimony  that  you  gave  before  the  Interstate 
Gommerce  Commission  in  1903,  commencing  on  page  1570,  for  three  or 
four  pages,  and  see  if  it  refreshes  your  recollection  on  that  subject. — 
A.  (After  reading  testimony).  I  notice  I  said  then,  as  I  say  now,  that 
it  was  too  far  away  for  me  to  recollect  any  of  the  details  of  that  meet- 
ing. It  has  been  long  years  since,  and  my  memory  b9s  not  been 
refreshed.  I  think  this  testimony  of  mine,  from  page  1672  to  page 
1676,  is  all  correct 

**  Q.  Having  read  that,  do  you  not  remember  that  there  was  a  meet- 
ing in  the  year  1896? — A.  I  only  remember  it  oy  these  pupers. 

"  Q.  Having  refreshed  your  recollection  about  that,  do  you  not  remem- 
ber that  there  was  a  meeting  in  the  year  1896  of  the  presidents  of  the 
anrhracite  coal  carrying  roads,  at  which  they  came  to  a  general  under- 
standing about  the  amount  of  the  proportion  of  the  total  oatput  which 
should  be  allotted  to  each? — A.  Yes. 

"Q.  What  was  the  percentage  at  that  time  allotted  to  the  Phila- 
delphia and  Reading  interest? — ^A.  Twenty  and  a  half,  it  appears  from 
this  testimony. 

*'  Q.  And  each  of  the  other  roads  had  some  percentage  of  a  similar 
character  allotted  to  them?— A.  Yes;  I  say  here  in  this  testimony, 
•  there  was  never  any  binding  agreement ' — I  thought  there  was  not — 
'  as  can  best  be  shown  by  the  statistics  at  that  time.  There  never  was 
a  year  when  that  understanding  was  kept  or  nearly  kept  and  as  a  gen 
eral  statement  of  what  would  be  fair  and  reasonable,  there  was  never  a 
single  year  when  there  was  an  approach  to  it'  There  Is  a  general 
statement,  and  that  is  correct 

*'Q.  There  was,  however,  a  general  understanding  among  the  par- 
ties, that  they  should  each  endeavor  to  produce  a  given  percentage 
which  was  allotted?— A.  Yes.  sir.** 

(See  Record,  vol.  2,  pp.  25,  26.) 

Mr,  Harris  is  a  gentleman  highly  respected  in  the  com- 
munity in  which  he  lives,  but  the  activities  of  his  useful  life 
have  long  since  ceased.  He  is  pressed  again  and  again  with 
questions,  the  answers  to  which  only  disclose  a  want  of  recol- 
lection as  to  matters  suggested  therein.  His  testimony,  as 
quoted  above,  in  regard  to  the  so-called  ^^presidents'  per- 
centages," falls  short  of  supporting  the  general  conspiracy 
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charged  in  the  petition,  not  only  on  account  of  the  manifest 
infinnity  of  the  witness's  memory,  but  also  on  account  of  the 
substance  of  the  testimony  itself. 

[441]  A  copy  of  the  testimony  of  one  Alfred  Walter,  who 
at  one  time  was  president  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  given  in  a  proceeding  against  some  of  these  same 
defendants  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  be- 
gun in  1902  on  the  petition  of  William  K.  Hearst,  and  certified 
before  the  secretary  of  said  Commission,  has  been  introduced 
into  this  case  by  the  petitioner.  Mr.  Walter's  deposition 
is  an  exceedingly  long  one.  That  part  of  it  to  which  we  are 
especially  referred  by  counsel  for  the  petitioner,  is  as  fol- 
lows (see  Govemment  Exhibit  No.  159,  vol.  8,  Becord,  p. 
377) : 

"  Mr.  Sheabn.  Have  you  not  stated  and  is  it  not  a  fact,  Mr.  Walter, 
that  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Ck)mpany  during  your  administration  did 
not  produce  and  sell  to  tide  water  as  much  coal  as  it  was  capable  of 
producing  and  marketing? 

''  Mr.  Walter.  I  do  not  think  I  said  anything  like  that 

"  Mr.  Sheabn.  Well,  you  used  to  receive  Ruley's  report,  did  you  not? 

"Mr.  Walteb.  Yes. 

"  Mr.  Sheabn.  And  you  used  to  see  on  those  reports  the  heading, 
'  tonnage  based  on  the  presidents'  percentages,*  did  you  not? 

"Mr.  Walteb.  Yes. 

"Mr.  Sheabn.  What  did  that  mean  to  you? 

"  Mr.  Walteb.  That  meant  the  question  of  the  shipping  of  coal  and 
not  the  sale  of  coal.    You  have  the  two  mixed. 

"  Mr.  Sheabn.  Changing  the  form  of  the  question,  then,  was  there 
during  this  period  an  understood  arrangement  between  the  president  f 
of  the  different  companies  as  to  the  proportion  of  anthracite  tonnage 
to  be  shipped  over  each  of  the  railroads? 

"Mr.  Walteb.  Yea 

"  Mr.  Sheabn.  And  when  was  that  understanding  arrived  at;  when 
was  it  reached? 

"  Mr.  Walteb.  Oh,  I  do  not  remember. 

"  Mr.  Sheabn.  Was  that  not  in  'January,  1896? 

''Mr.  Walteb.  I  think  it  was;  yes.    I  think  so.** 

Afterwards,  on  cross-examination,  however,  he  testified  as 
follows: 


it 


Mr.  GowEN.  You  have  Just  spoken  of  these  figures  that  were  called 
the  '  presidents'  figures^'  having  to  do  with  the  relative  tonnage  over 
various  roads^  and  you  spoke  of  the  matter  as  having  originated  in 
1896.  At  that  time,  yoo  had  no  connection  with  tbe  Lehigh  Valli^ 
road? 


J 
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"Mr.  Walteb.  No. 

"Mr.  GowiN.  YoQ  do  not  know  anything  abont  bow  tbe  flgorea 
started? 

"Mr.  Waltke.  I  was  not  president  of  tbe  Lehlgb  Valley  at  that 
time. 

"  Mr.  GowcN,  Yon  bad  nothing  to  do  with  the  coal  bnainess  at  that 
time? 

"Mr.  Waltbb.  No. 

"Mr.  GowBN.  During  the  time  yoa  were  president  of  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company,  yon  were  under  no  agreement  or  under- 
standing which  was  binding  on  you,  by  which  you  undertook  to  regu- 
late the  percentage  of  shipments  over  the  Lehigh  Vall^  road?  You 
could  have  decreased  your  percentage  or  run  it  up  without  Tiolating 
any  agreement? 

"Mr.  Walteb.  Yes,  sir. 

The  natural  inference  to  be  drawn  from  Mr.  Walter's  testi- 
mony, as  well  as  that  to  be  drawn  from  Mr.  Harris's  testi- 
mony, would  seem  to  be  that,  for  some  time  prior  to  January, 
1896,  as  well  as  for  some  time  thereafter,  there  had  come  to 
be  what  was  generally  thought  a  normal  coal  tonnage  over 
the  railroads  respectively  transporting  anthracite  coal,  rep- 
resenting the  capacity  of  the  collieries  in  the  regions  tribu- 
tary to  those  roads  respectively,  as  derived  from  the  repo^ 
of  the  Bureau  of  Statistics  furnished  to  the  railroad  and  coal 
companies  [442]  and  the  public  generally.  It  would  also 
seem  from  Mr.  Kuley's  testimony,  as  above  quoted,  that  these 
supposititious  percentages,  which  the  so-called  ^'presidents' 
percentages "  of  1896  had  by  that  time  come  to  be,  were  not 
reported  until  January,  1901,  in  the  monthly  reports  of  the 
Bureau  of  Statistics,  and  were  discontinued  in  May,  1903. 
Nor  is  it  to  be  inferred,  as  it  seems  to  be  by  the  counsel  for 
the  petitioner,  on  page  67  of  their  brief,  that  immediately 
after  the  meeting  of  1896,  and  not  before,  all  the  coal  inter- 
ests '^  reported  to  a  common  source  their  production  and  sale 
of  coal " — that  is,  to  the  Kuley  Bureau  of  Statistics.  On  the 
contrary,  Mr.  Kuley's  testimony  shows  that  from  1890,  when 
he  took  charge  of  the  Bureau,  these  reports  had  been  regu- 
larly made  of  the  tonnage  carried  by  the  roads  respectively, 
as  well  as  of  the  sales  of  ooal  and  prices  obtained  by  the 
various  shippers. 

The  objection  to  the  admission  of  the  copy  of  Mr.  Walter's 
testimony,  as  taken  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
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mission,  must  be  sustained.  It  is  testimony  taken  before  a 
body  not  judicial  but  administrative,  in  a  proceeding  between 
different  parties,  and  with  reference  to  non-identical  issues. 
It  is  not  authenticated  or  proven  by  any  witness  present  at 
the  time  the  testimony  was  taken.  It  is  therefore  not  within 
the  rules  permitting  the  testimony  of  a  witness  taken  in  one 
proceeding  to  be  used  in  another.  The  inclusion  of  this  testi- 
mony in  the  record  is  to  be  regretted,  as  it  is  embarrassing 
to  the  court  in  considering  the  weight  and  effect  of  aU  the 
testimony  on  either  side.  It  may  be  said  that  the  testimony, 
as  far  as  its  substance  goes,  is  in  the  same  line  with  the  other 
testimony  on  the  part  of  the  petitioner;  but  the  barriers  be- 
tween what  is  competent  and  incompetent  as  testimony,  can- 
not be  broken  down  without  creating  confusion  and  exposing 
litigants  to  dangers  from  which  they  have  a  right  to  be  pro- 
tected. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Ruley,  of  the  Statistical  Bureau,  in 
respect  to  the  so-called  "  presidents'  percentages,"  is  also  re- 
ferred to  in  support  of  the  general  conspiracy  charge.  This 
bureau  was  started  by  one  Jones,  in  1876,  as  a  private  enter- 
prise in  industrial  statistics,  and  he  sold  his  compilations, 
among  others,  to  the  defendant  carriers,  individually.  In 
1892,  he  sold  out  his  business  to  Ruley,  who  has  since  carried 
it  on,  and  whose  work  has  been,  and  is  now,  recognized  as 
authoritative  by  those  interested  in  industrial  statistics.  It 
is  no  doubt  true  that  his  patronage  or  employment  has  come 
largely  from  the  defendant  carriers  and  defendant  coal  com- 
panies, who  are  more  than  any  others  interested  in  these  sta- 
tistics, and  indeed,  since  1902  and  perhaps  before,  they  seem 
to  have  been  compiled  in  great  part  from  the  monthly  re- 
turns made  to  the  bureau  by  the  defendant  coal  companies 
and  the  defendant  carriers,  severally,  of  the  sales  and  ship- 
ments over  the  respective  roads,  and  the  price  obtained  for 
the  different  sizes  of  coal  at  tide  water  in  New  York  Harbor. 
Mr.  Ruley  testifies  that  these  compilations  have  been  fur- 
nished each  month  to  the  press — that  is,  to  the  coal  trade 
journals — and  thus  find  their  way  to  the  office  of  every  con- 
siderable wholesale  or  retail  dealer  in  anthracite  coal.  He 
testifies  that  they  are  als6  furnished  to  the  departments  of 
the  general  and  state  governments.    After  the  award  made 
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by  the  Anthracite  Coal  Strike  Commission,  in  April,  1903, 
by  which  all  the  [443]  defendant  companies  and  other  coal 
operators  in  the  anthracite  region,  by  agreement  previously 
made  among  themselves,  were  jointly  and  severally  bound, 
it  became  necessary,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  award  of  the 
Commission,  as  to  the  sliding  scale  of  wages  fixed  thereunder, 
to  resort  to  the  monthly  compilations  of  this  Statistical 
Bureau,  in  regard  to  average  prices  for  certain  grades  of 
'oal  at  tide  water  in  New  York  Harbor. 

From  Mr.  Ruley's  testimony,  it  appears  that  the  appella- 
tion ^'  presidents'  percentages  "  originated  in  one  of  the  trade 
journals  to  which  Mr.  Ruley  had  contributed  monthly  ton- 
nage reports.  In  his  cross-examination,  page  99,  volume  2 
of  the  record,  we  find  the  following: 

**  Q.  You  said  the  other  day  that  you  got  the  '  presidents  *  per- 
centages* from  the  press,  If  I  understood  you  correctly,  or  trade 
papers? — A.  I  safd  they  were  published  there,  and  that  is  the  only 
source  of  information  I  had  in  mind.*' 

(The  Italics  are  onrs.) 

**  Q.  Did  you  erer  talk  with  any  president  about  the  thing,  one  way 
or  the  other?— A.  No,  sir." 

He  then  refers  to  a  Coal  Trade  Journal  which  had  been 
published  for  35  years  by  Mr.  Saward,  and  in  connection 
with  this  Trade  Journal  was  a  Coal  Trade  Annual,  pub- 
lished by  the  same  person.  He  said  he  had  them  with  him 
as  far  back  as  1890.  Referring  to  the  Annual  of  1890,  he 
is  asked : 


i< 


Q.  I  find  below,  on  page  11,  *  Reducing  the  business  done  by  each 
of  the  initial  anthracite  coal  carriers  to  the  basts  of  percentages,  one 
may  find  that  there  are  some  interesting  features  attached  thereto. 
Taking  the  years  1886-1888  (the  latter  being  the  latest  official  figures 
available)  one  finds  that  the  Reading  Company  did  an  average  of 
20.55  per  cent,  the  Lehigh  Valley  17.78  per  cent,  the  Central  Railroad 
of  New  Jersey  14.91  per  cent,  the  Delaware,  I^ckawanna  &  Western 
17.36  per  cent,  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  11.29  per  cent,  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  11.22  per  cent,  the  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  4.55 
per  cent,  and  the  Erie  2.27  per  cent ;  this  fairly  represents  the  **  ability 
to  produce"  of  the  several  interests  on  collieries  tributary  thereto, 
whether  the  total  output  be  40,000,000  of  tons  annually  or  less.'  Are 
you  able  to  find  anything  earlier  than  that  in  any  publication  on  the 
percentage  basis? — ^A.  I  Judge  I  could. 

**Q.  That  is  the  earliest  you  did  find? — ^A.  The  earliest  I  could  find 
in  the  flies. 
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"Q.  In  other  woida^  for  a  long  time  the  statisticlaiis  had  besi 
dealing  with  tonnages  on  the  percentage  basis? — A.  Yes. 

"  Q.  What  is  the  next  one  yon  have?— A.  1881.  In  1896  there  is 
quite  an  extensiye  report 

**  Q.  Is  this  report  of  1896  one  of  the  reports  yon  had  in  mind  the 
other  day  when  yon  spoke  of  these  presidents'  percentages  b^ng  pub- 
lished ?— A.  Yes,  sir.    •    •    • 

"  Q.  Without  glTing  the  monthly  production  and  the  shipments  by 
the  anthracite  companies,  and  the  prodaction  in  each  district,  with 
Its  percentages,  and  the  actual  percentages  of  the  whole  shipmoiti 
for  the  years  1890  to  1806,  each  year  separately  for  the  P.  and  R.,  the 
L.  v.,  the  a  R.  R.  of  N.  J.,  the  D.  L.  Jb  W.,  the  D.  Jb  H.,  the  P.  R.  R., 
the  P.  G.  Go.,  the  Brie,  the  O.  &  W.,  and  the  D.  S.  k  S^  on  page  21— 
are  these  flgnres  which  yon  furnished  originally  to  these  publicatioDs 
yourself  f— A.  Yes. 

"Q.  You  recognize  these  figures? — [444]  A.  I  do  not  say  I  fur- 
nished the  per  cents.  I  furnished  the  tonnages  <m  which  the  per- 
centages are  based. 

"  Q.  I  find  this  statement,  '  There  was  held  on  the  23d  of  January, 
1896,  a  meeting  of  the  representatives  of  the  several  anthracite  pro- 
ducing and  carrying  companies  in  order  to  come  to  some  agreement  in 
regard  to  trade  conditions  and  its  improvement  According  to  the 
figures  presented  at  the  meeting  the  tonnage  of  the  diffoent  com- 
panies in  1896,  as  compared  with  1894,  is  as  follows:  Then  follows 
the  statements  of  the  companies  and  the  production  for  1895,  and  the 
per  cent  for  1894,  and  the  changes  of  increase  or  decrease  in  percent- 
ages, the  largest  being  a  change  of  1.46  per  cent  This  was  referred 
to  a  committee  to  adjust,  which  a  week  later  brought  in  a  report  rec- 
ommending that  for  the  period  commencing  Fiebruary  1«  1896,  and 
ending  March  81,  1897,  the  following  percentages  should  be  adopted: 
PhUadelphia  k  Reading  20.60,  Lehigh  VaUey  16.66,  Delaware,  lAckti- 
wanna  k  Western  18.86,  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jers^  11.70,  Penn- 
sylvania RaUroad  11.40,  Delaware  k  Hudson  Canal  Company  9.60, 
Brie  Railroad  4,  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  4,  Delaware,  Susque- 
hanna k  Western  8.20,  New  York,  Ontario  k  Western  8.ia'  Now  are 
these  perceitages  and  these  statemoitB  the  percentages  and  stat^ 
meats  you  had  in  mind  about  seeing  them  in  print  in  the  trade 
Journals?— A.  Yes. 

"  Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  earlier  publication  of  the  presidents'  per- 
centages, except  in  the  Journal  of  which  this  is  a  compilation  T— A.  No, 
air;  I  do  not 

*'Q.  And  was  it  from  these  sources,  or  the  original  Journal  of 
which  this  is  a  compilation,  ftom  which  you  got  the  compilation  from 
which  you  made  your  percentage  reports  and  flguresf— A.  Yes." 

He  afterwards  testifies  that  STer  since  he  had  been  con- 
nected with  the  bureau,  since  1890,  these  journals  have  been 
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giving  the  details  of  the  anthracite  ooal  statistics,  the  details 
for  the  ni(Hith  and  the  details  for  each  company,  together 
with  circular  prices  of  the  different  companies  for  each 
grade  of  coal.  So  that  it  appears  that  the  only  knowledge 
that  Mr.  Ruley  had  of  a  meeting  on  the  23d  of  January,  or 
of  any  meeting  was  the  publication  in  the  trade  journal  above 
quoted.  As  to  the  statement  made  in  this  publicaticm,  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  the  so-called  agreement  as  to  percentages 
of  coal  traffic  to  be  distributed  among  the  carrier  companies, 
was  to  obtain  for  the  period  commencing  February  1,  1896, 
and  ending  March  31,  1897,  and  that  these  percentages  cor- 
respond very  nearly  with  those  reported  in  the  same  trade 
journal  for  the  years  1886-1888.  Counsel  for  the  govern- 
ment rely  upon  Mr.  Harris's  testimony,  that  the  understand- 
ing, such  as  it  was,  continued  in  force  as  long  as  he  remained 
president  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading.  We  do  not  think 
Mr.  Harris's  testimony,  taken  as  a  whole,  will  bear  out  this 
statement.  Counsel  also  rely  upon  the  fact  that  the  reports 
of  the  Bureau  of  Anthracite  Coal  Statistics  from  January, 
1901,  to  May,  1903,  show  a  calculation  of  tonnages  as  they 
would  be  if  based  on  the  so-called  presidents'  percentages. 
Referring  to  government  Exhibit  No.  7,  produced  by  Mr. 
Ruley  as  showing  the  form  of  these  reports,  we  do  not  find 
that  these  percentages  are  spoken  of  as  presidents'  percent- 
ages at  all,  though  they  undoubtedly  correspond  with  what 
were  reported  as  having  been  adopted  in  the  meeting  of 
January  23,  1896,  in  the  trade  journal  above  referred  to. 
Mr.  Ruley's  explanation  of  how  they  came  to  be  included  in 
his  report,  for  what  purpose,  why  he  abandoned  them  [445] 
after  May,  1903,  and  that  he  had  no  direction  from  any  de- 
fendant to  so  include  them,  we  think  deprives  their  inclusion 
during  the  period  mentioned  of  any  evidential  value,  as 
claimed  by  the  petitioner.  In  considering  the  question, 
whether  the  matter  of  the  so-called  presidents'  percentages 
furnishes  any  foundation  for  the  general  charge  of  combi- 
nation and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  as  set  forth  in 
the  petition,  we  must  consider  also  the  testimony  of  the 
defendants. 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  «2-l,  vol.  3 57 
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Mr.  E.  B.  Thomas,  president  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bail- 
road  Company,  testifies,  first  as  to  the  general  charge  of  the 
petition  above  referred  to,  as  foUowa  The  general  charge 
having  been  read  to  him  from  the  petition,  he  is  asked: 


« 


Q.  Is  that  charge  true  or  ftilse? — A,  It  Is  not  true. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  knowledge  of  any  such  scheme  as  that 
which  Is  charged  ?-'A.  I  never  did. 

"Q.  Has  there  ever  been  any  such  agreement  or  scheme,  or  oom- 
binatlon,  or  conspiracy  between  the  defendants? — ^A.  Never  has.  I 
have  never  known  the  time  when  every  party  in  the  trade  was  not  at 
liberty  to  produce  and  transport  all  the  coal  he  desired  to,  or  that 
he  could  sell.  If  he  could  not  sell  it,  he  could  throw  it  in  the  North 
River,  if  he  wanted  to. 

"Q.  Did  that  agreement,  or  any  such  agreement  as  that,  or  any 
agreement  of  that  character,  exist  at  the  time  charged  in  the  com- 
plaint, or  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  proceeding,  June 
12,  1907?— A.  I  never  knew  of  any." 

Coming  to  the  question  that  the  general  conspiracy,  as 
charged,  was  begun  about  the  time  of  or  at  its  origin  in  the 
arrangement  of  the  so-called  "presidents'  percentages,"  on 
January  23, 1896,  Mr.  Thomas's  testimony  is  as  follows: 

"Q.  Some  testimony  has  been  offered  by  the  complainant  about  a 
meeting,  or  some  meetings,  which  were  held  in  or  about  1896,  of  the 
presidents  of  the  anthracite  railroads,  at  which  there  was  an  under- 
standing, or  an  attempt  at  an  understanding,  between  them  as  to 
percentages  of  product  of  anthracite  coal  to  be  carried  by  different 
railroads  during  that  year.  Were  you  present  at  any  such  meeting 
at  that  time? — A.  Yes,  I  was  present  at  a  meeting  where  there  was 
an  attempt  made  to  reach  a  tentative  understanding  as  to  the  quantity 
of  coal,  proportion  of  coal,  that  each  road  would  transport  It  related 
entirely  to  transportation. 

*'Q.  For  how  long  a  period  was  that  under  discussion?    I  mean, 

what  was  to  be  the  period . — A.  The  period  was  to  be  a  year. 

There  was  not  enough  percentage  in  a  hundred  to  go  around,  to  begin 
with. 

**  Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  that? — ^A.  I  mean  to  divide  it  into  per 
cents,  we  had  to  put  one  hundred  and  one  per  cents  as  near  as  we 
could  come. 

"Q.  In  other  words,  there  was  some  party  or  parties  that  were 
there  that  would  not  consent  to  the  percentage  that  was  talked  about; 
is  that  right?— A.  That  is  right. 

"  Q.  And  never  did  consent? — A.  Never  did  consent  to  it.  As  far  as 
I  have  any  knowledge,  I  do  not  think  anybody  ever  regarded  it  It 
came  about  by  reason  of  crowded  terminals,  the  question  of  distribu- 
tion of  cars  among  shippers. 


4< 
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**  Q.  I  wish  70U  would  explain  tbat  more  fnll7.^A.  The  indlTidnal 
operators  claimed  that,  in  times  of  scarcity  of  cars,  we  were  favoring 
onr  own  companies,  or  those  controlled  by  the  railroads,  and  that  they 
were  short  of  cars.  There  was  an  attempt  to  dlstribnte  the  tonnage 
to  be  handled  on  colliery  production.  The  individual  shippers  would 
[446]  load  up  the  cars  and  send  them  to  tide  water  .or  to  any  other 
deBtination  and  allow  them  to  accumulate  and  have  no  market  for 
them.  They  crowded  onr  terminals  and  then,  when  times  came  up 
that  our  own  companies  had  not  done  the  same,  they  claimed  their 
same  proportion  of  cars  right  along;  and  it  was  an  endeavor  to  con- 
duct the  distribution  of  cars  and  movement  of  tonnage  in  a  more 
orderly  manner  and  in  a  more  businesslike  manner  than  it  had 
previously  been. 

Q.  And  to  meet  these  complaints? — ^A.  To  meet  these  complaints. 
Q.  And  to  enable  the  railroad  companies  to  meet  these  com- 
plaints?—A.  Precisely. 

"  Q.  Was  any  demand  made  at  that  time,  or  was  any  suggestion  of 
any  demand  made,  to  curtail  the  output  of  coal? — A.  None  whatever. 
I  recollect  George  B.  Roberts,  who  represented  the  Pennsylvania  at 
that  meeting,  stating  distinctly  that  he  would  not  discuss  any  question 
of  that  kind  or  have  anything  to  do  with  it;  with  which  I  heartily 
accorded.    •    ♦    • 

"  Q.  The  percentages  which  were  considered  at  that  time  were  the 
percentages  which  have  sometimes  been  referred  to  in  this  testimony 
as  the  'presidents'  percentages'? — ^A.  I  assume  that  they  were. 

**  Q.  Did  that  understanding  or  talk  ever  go  into  effect  as  an  agree- 
ment?—A.  Never. 

"Q.  Was  it  ever  put  into  operation? — ^A.  I  think  some  people  tried 
to  live  up  to  it  a  little  while,  until  they  found  the  other  fellow  was 
not. 

"Q.  Was  there  ever  any  talk  about  continuing  it  after  the  first 
year? — ^A.  Never. 

'*Q.  By  anybody? — ^A.  There  never  was  any  meeting  held  after  the 
first  one,  and  I  do  not  think  there  were  any  practical  results  out  of 
that 

"  Q.  Has  there  at  any  time  since,  except  as  to  this  early  attempt  by 
some  of  them,  been  any  observation  by  the  companies  of  these  per- 
centages which  were  adopted  at  that  time? — ^A.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

^'Q.  Has  the  Lehl^  Valley  Company  ever  observed  them? — ^A.  It 
has  not" 

Elsewhere,  in  speaking  of  these  so-called  ^  percentages,'' 
he  says :  '^  I  do  not  think  that  tentative  understanding  entered 
into  ever  had  any  practical  result."  He  speaks  of  it  repeat- 
edly as  an  abortive  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  carriers  to 
prevent  congestion  of  cars  at  the  water  terminals  and  docks, 
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and  to  regulate  the  distribution  of  cars  at  the  colliers.  He 
says,  during  the  course  of  his  testimony  above  quoted,  that 
it  was  directed  against  a  usage  of  the  independent  operators 
to  load  up  long  trains  of  cars,  and  to  use  the  same  to  store 
up  coal  mined  in  advance  of  demand,  but  that  whatever  the 
purpose  of  the  same  was,  it  was  not  lived  up  to  even  for  the 
year  during  which  it  was  to  be  tried. 

William  Truesdale,  another  witness  called  by  the  defend- 
ants, at  the  time  of  testifying  had  been  president  of  the 
Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Bailroad  Company  since 
March  1, 1889.  In  the  course  of  his  examination,  he  testifies 
as  follows: 

"Q.  What  is  meant  by  presidents'  percentages? — A,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve I  am  familiar  enough  with  that  matter  to  give  any  explanation 
of  it  It  is  something  that  was  arranged  long  prior  to  my  connection 
with  the  Lackawanna  Road,  which  had  nothing  to  do  with  our  affairs 
since  then,  if  it  ever  had. 

[447]  "Did  yon  ever  enter  into  any  agreement  with  any  other 
|)erson  whereby  the  tonnage  of  the  different  cpal  carrying  railroads 
was  distributed  according  to  certain  arbitrary  percentages? — ^A. 
There  was  never  such  an  agreement  that  I  recollect  of  since  my  con- 
nection with  the  Lackaw^anna  Railroad. 

"  Q.  Has  there  been  any  distribution  of  tonnage  according  to  any 
percentage? — ^A.  There  has  not. 

'*  Q.  Do  yon  know  what  the  alleged  presidents'  percentages  are? — 
A.  I  know  what  is  referred  to  by  tliat. 

"  Q.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western's  percentage,  I  believe. 

Is  said  to  be . — ^A.  Thirteen  and  thirty-five  one-hundred ths  per  cent 

under  those  old  percentages. 

"Q.  State  whether  or  not  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western 
tonnage,  since  your  connection  with  the  railroad,  has  been  maintained 
at  about  thirteen  and  thirty-five  one-hundredths  per  cent? — ^A.  No.  sir. 
I  think  nearly  every  year  we  exceed  that  very  much. 

*'  Q.  State  whether  or  not,  since  your  connection  with  the  Delaware, 
I^ackawanna  &  Western  Railroad,  yoa  have  produced  aU  the  coal  that 
you  could  profitably  sell? — ^A.  We  certainly  have,  and  most  of  the 
time  we  operate  our  collieries  to  the  limit  of  their  capacity.     •    ♦    • 

"  Q.  And  you  have  sold  that  coal  at  the  best  price  you  could  obtain 
for  it?— A.  We  have." 

W.  A.  Lathrop,  a  witness  produced  by  the  petitioner,  had 
been  in  charge  of  the  mines  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Com- 
pany between  1889  and  1901,  and  president  of  the  Lehigh 
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Coal  &  Navigation  Company  since  March,  1907.     In  the 
course  of  his  examination,  he  testified  as  follows: 

"  Q.  Are  the  collieries  of  your  company  operated  to  their  capacity 
throughout  the  year,  and  have  they  been  since  your  connection  with 
it? — A.  Practically  so.  There  are  times  during  the  summer  when  that 
is  not  done^  because  we  cannot  find  the  people  to  buy  our  coal,  fixcept 
that,  they  are  worked  practically  full  time 

"Q.  What  proportion  of  the  ^tire  production  of  anthracite  does 
your  company  put  out?— A.  I  think  the  total  production  last  year  was 
about  67,000,000,  as  near  as  I  remember,  and  our  production  was  not 
quite  8,000,000.  That  would  be  about  5  per  cent,  a  little  less  than  ft 
per  cent 

"Do  you  endeavor  to  so  operate  your  mines  as  to  produce  about 
that  per  cent  from  month  to  month  of  the  entire  output?— A.  No,  sir; 
we  do  not  pay  any  attention  to  that 

"  Q.  You  pay  no  attention  to  the  output  of  the  other  companies? — 
A.  We  get  out  all  the  coal  we  can  find  customers  for.  We  would  be 
glad  to  get  out  more  If  we  could  find  them." 

Mr.  George  F.  Baer,  who  testifies  that  he  has  long  been 
familiar  with  the  affairs  of  the  predecessors  of  the  present 
defendants,  the  Reading  Company,  the  Reading  Railway 
Company,  and  the  Reading  Coal  &  Iron  Company,  as  counsel 
for  and  director  in  the  same,  in  1901  became  president  of  the 
defendant  companies  above  named.  After  stating  that  the 
Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Ccxnpany  is  not  a  com- 
petitor for  the  carriage  of  ooal,  which  originates  in  the 
northern  or  Wyoming  region  and  the  Lehigh  or  middle 
region,  and  that  the  operations  and  holdings  of  the  Phila- 
delphia &  Reading  Coal  &  Iron  Company  are  confined  en- 
tirdy  to  what  is  known  as  the  lower  and  Sdiuylkill  region, 
testifies  as  follows : 

[448]  "Q.  Was  there  ever  at  any  time,  or  Is  there  now,  anything 
in  the  nature  of  a  division  agreed  upon  or  participated  in  by  these 
defendants,  of  the  tonnage  carried  by  them? — ^A.  None  whatever. 
There  Is  absolutely  no  division  of  coal  tonnage  and  has  not  been  to 
my  knowledge  during  the  period  since  my  active  connection  with  the 
8ystem&  During  my  administration,  of  which  I  can  speak  absolutely, 
there  never  was  any  division  or  attempted  division  of  coal  tonnage. 
We  mine  and  market  all  the  coal  we  can,  without  regard  to  what 
other  companies  are  doing.  It  is  as  free  and  open  a  market,  so  far 
as  that  goes*  as  exists  in  any  commodity  In  the  world." 

Taken  in  connection  with  the  defendants'  testimony,  above 
quoted,  it  is  not  without  significance  too,  that  tables,  filed  as 
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exhibits  by  the  government,  of  the  tonnages  of  the  different 
defendant  carriers  after  1896,  are  utterly  inconsistent  with  the 
existence  of  any  pooling  agreement.  We  take  the  following 
analysis  of  certain  of  these  tables  from  the  brief  of  the  Le- 
high Valley  Railroad  &  Coal  Companies.  Taking  the  gov- 
ernment's specimen  report  (Exhibit  7,  vol.  8,  p.  84)  for  the 
five  months  of  1903,  it  appears  that  over  1,500,000  tons,  on 
which  the  freight  at  an  average  of  $1.24  per  ton,  amounted 
to  about  $1,860,000,  was  carried  by  some  railroads  in  excess 
of  their  allotments,  provided  the  pooling  agreement  existed 
at  that  time.  The  want  of  conformity  by  the  defendant 
carriers  and  others  to  the  so-called  '^  presidents'  percentages," 
from  1896  to  1908,  is  more  comprehensively  shown  in  the 
table  furnished  by  the  Erie  Exhibit  No.  16,  vol.  6,  p.  455, 
exhibiting  the  yearly  percentages  of  shipments  of  anthracite 
coal  by  the  several  transporting  companies,  from  1892  to 
1908,  inclusive. 

Taking  from  tbis  table  only  the  figures  for  the  yean  1896  te  1906, 
they  show  that  some  railroads  carried  tonnage  greatly  in  ezoess  and 
others  as  much  short  of  the  tonnages  allowable  under  the  supposed 
pooling  agreement,  to  wit : 


Beading 

LehJgh  Valley. 
Jeney  Central. 
D.,L.&NV... 

n.AH 

Penna. 

Erie 

O.AW 

D.8.AS 


Tons  over. 


8,341,078 
10,7aO,4M 


7,060,486 


23,041,028 


Tons  under. 


2,«0,8n 
1,706,QU 


884,  IS 

13,188,541 

1,570,867 


2,180,084 


That  is  to  say,  the  three  railroads,  Jersey  Central,  Lacka- 
wanna, and  Ontario  &  Western,  violated  the  agreement,  if 
it  existed,  by  carrying  over  22,000,000  tons  more  than  they 
had  right  by  the  agreement  to  do.  The  earnings  on  this  ton- 
nage, at  an  average  rate  of  $1.24  per  ton  (see  vol.  2,  p.  690) 
would  have  been  $27,280,000,  which  represents  approximately 
the  amount  that  these  three  railroads  obtained  in  earnings 
in  excess  of  their  right  under  the  agreement,  if  it  existed, 
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and  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  complaint  was  ever  made 
by  any  of  the  companies  on  this  account 

We  are  compelled  to  conclude  that  thus  far  the  direct  evi- 
dence relied  upon  by  the  government  to  show  that  all  the 
before  mentioned  defendants  have  long  been  parties  to  a 
general  combination  and  con[449]spiracy,  commencing 
presumably  in  1896  and  continuing  down  to  the  filing  of  the 
petition,  which  stifles  competition  and  obstructs  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  states  in  anthracite  coal,  fails  to  estab- 
lish that  charge,  and  we  turn  now  to  a  consideration  of  what 
may  be  called  the  indirect  testimony  adduced,  from  which 
it  is  contended  the  existence  of  such  general  conspiracy 
must  be  inferred.  In  tiiis  respect,  we  are  called  upon  chiefly 
to  consider  the  acts  charged  in  the  seventh  paragraph  of  the 
petition  to  have  been  committed  by  certain  groups  of  the 
defendants  in  development  of  this  illegal  combination,  and 
in  furtherance  of  its  illegal  purpose,  of  which  we  have  al- 
ready given  a  summary. 

The  first  of  these  has  relation  to  the  so-called  65  per  cent 
contracts.  Much  testimony  has  been  taken  on  both  sides  in 
explanation  of  these  contracts,  which  must  be  examined,  in 
order  to  determine  their  character.  It  appears  that,  long 
prior  to  1890,  it  had  become  a  custom  more  or  less  prevalent 
in  the  anthracite  region,  for  the  smaller  operators  of  col- 
lieries to  sell  the  product  of  their  mines  to  the  large  coal 
companies  producing  and  shipping  coal  in  their  neighbor- 
hood, f.  o.  b.  on  the  railroad  to  which  ther  mines  and  terri- 
tory were  contiguous  and  naturally  tributary.  The  terms  on 
which  these  sales  were  made  gradually  came  to  be  common 
to  all  parties  so  engaged;  that  is  to  say,  instead  of  a  fixed 
money  price  per  ton,  it  was  agreed  that  the  small  producer 
or  independent  operator  who  delivered  his  coal  f .  o.  b.  on  the 
cars,  should  receive  a  certain  per  cent  of  the  average  price 
at  which  that  grade  of  coal  was  sold  during  the  month  in 
the  tide-water  market  of  New  York  Harbor.  Out  of  the 
balance  over  such  percentage  must  come  the  freight  of  the 
carrying  c(Mnpany,  and  whatever  profit  there  might  be  for 
the  purchasing  coal  company.  The  advantages  of  such  sales 
to  the  independent  and  smaller  operators  were  stated  by 
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many  witnesses  of  that  dass.  To  have  marketed  their  own 
coal  would  have  required  sales  agents  and  the  maintenance 
of  officers  at  the  various  market  points,  and  would  have  en- 
tailed the  cost  of  insurance  and  the  risk  of  collections,  and 
not  infrequently  the  cost  of  storage,  upon  the  seller.  All 
this  was  avoided  by  the  contracts  in  question,  and  the  seller, 
upon  delivery  of  the  coal  upon  the  cars,  was  done  with  it  and 
received  each  month  from  a  req>on8ible  buyer  the  price  of 
his  coal,  as  determined  by  the  contract.  There  is  no  doubt 
from  the  evidence  that  this  method  of  dealing  between  the 
large  companies  and  the  smaller  operators  grew  in  favor 
with  both  parties  to  the  contracts.  The  large  purchasing 
companies  being  compelled  to  maintain  sales  agents  and 
offices  at  the  market  points  and  provide  for  insurance  or 
storage,  if  needed,  were  put  to  little  additional  expense  in 
caring  for  and  disposing  of  the  coal  thus  purchased.  There 
is  no  evidence  to  show  that  this  custom  had  its  origin  and 
subsequent  growth  in  any  agreement  or  concerted  scheme  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  carri^*s  or  coal  companies,  or 
others  in  the  business. 

The  testimony  of  the  operators  called  by  the  government, 
and  occupying  a  large  space  in  the  record,  shows  that  this 
custom  had  commenced  back  as  far  as  1860,  one  of  them  say- 
ing that  they  were  educated  to  it  from  the  first,  by  reason 
of  the  difficulty  of  getting  cars  [460]  and  transportation 
just  when  they  wanted  it,  to  meet  sales,  but  they  all  say  that 
the  principal  reasons  were  those  above  enumerated — the  ex- 
pense of  maintaining  selling  agencies  and  offices,  risk  of  han- 
dling, and  expense  of  storage,  as  contrasted  with  the  regular- 
ity and  certainty  of  payment  secured  by  the  method  of 
selling  f.  o.  b.  to  the  large  companies. 

The  rate  of  these  percentage  oontraots  was  at  first  as  low 
as  40  or  45  per  cent.  This  percentage  rose  gradually  to  55  per 
cent.  About  1890,  and  for  some  time  prior  thereto,  there  had 
been  some  dissatisfaction  expressed  by  the  selling  operators 
with  the  returns  coming  to  them  under  these  oontraots.  This 
dissatisfaction  culminated  in  1892,  in  an  arrangement  by 
which  certain  of  the  coal  companies  in  the  Wyoming  r^on 
offered  to  take  the  product  of  the  mines  of  the  independent 
operators  contiguous  and  tributary  to  certain  of  the  rail- 
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roads,  on  a  60  per  cent  basis.  This  seeiBs  to  have  been  the 
result  lai^Iy  of  negotiations  had  with  Simpson  &  Watkins, 
large  colliery  owners  oi  that  ]>egion.  (See  testimony  of  Clar- 
ence D.  Simpson,  Becord,  vol.  2,  p.  440  et  seq.)  Simpson 
had  insisted  on  65  per  cent,  but  60  per  cent  was  finally  agreed 
upon.  This  percentage  seems  to  have  been  adopted  by  all  the 
other  coal  companies  and  coal  roads;  whether  by  any  con- 
cert or  agreement  among  them,  does  not  appear.  This  rate 
generally  obtained  until  about  1899,  when  demands  were 
made  by  some  of  the  independent  operators,  whose  contracts 
had  expired  or  were  about  to  do  so>  for  an  increase  in  the 
percentage  prices  to  65  per  cent.  Negotiations  between  the 
representatives  of  the  independent  operators  and  the  coal 
companies  and  railroads  were  carried  on  for  some  time,  with- 
out result,  when  early  in  the  fall  of  1900,  a  general  strike  of 
the  coal  miners  and  laborers  of  the  whole  anthracite  region 
took  place,  resulting  in  an  entire  cessation  of  the  production 
of  anthracite  coal. 

There  is  some  conflict  in  the  testimony  and  in  the  conten- 
tions of  counsel,  as  to  the  influences  which  brought  about,  on 
the  part  of  the  large  coal  companies  and  coal  carrying  roads, 
an  acquiescence  in  this  demand  for  65  per  cent  contracts. 
We  think,  however,  it  is  established  by  the  dear  preponder- 
ance of  the  testimony  that,  during  the  autumn  of  1900,  those 
controlling  the  large  coal  companies  and  railroads  affected 
by  the  strike,  were  induced  to  concede  to  the  striking  miners 
a  10  per  cent  increase  in  their  wages;  that  though  this  was 
agreed  to  on  the  part  of  the  representatives  of  these  compa- 
nies, the  smaller  and  independent  operators  were  unwilling 
to  accede  to  this  increase,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  neces- 
sitate the  production  of  coal  by  them  at  a  loss.  As  the  strike 
extended  over  the  whole  anthracite  region,  and  affected  all 
producers  of  coal  alike,  the  representatives  of  the  striking 
miners  refused  to  accept  the  settlement  on  the  basis  of  this 
increase,  unless  agreed  to  by  practically  aU  the  producers  and 
operators  throughout  the  region. 

The  proposed  settlement  having  been  thus  brought  to  a 
standstill,  conferences  took  place  between  representatives  of 
the  large  coal  producing  companies  and  these  dissentient 
operators — ^notably  with  those  who  had  been  parties  to  the 
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expired  60  per  cent  contracts,  with  the  result  that  it  was 
agreed  that  new  contracts  should  be  framed  and  [451]  en- 
tered into,  by  which  65  per  cent  of  tide  water  prices  should 
be  given  by  the  purchasing  companies,  instead  of  the  60 
per  cent  of  the  price  obtained  at  tide  water  under  the  former 
contracts,  in  consideration  of  the  entire  output  of  the  mines 
of  the  contracting  operators,  without  limitation  as  to  time, 
^^  shipments  to  be  made  from  time  to  time  as  called  for  by 
the  buyer."  On  these  terms,  such  operators  were  to  join  in 
the  settlement  of  the  strike  on  the  basis  of  a  10  per  cent 
increase  in  wages.  Pursuant  to  this  agreement,  a  form  of 
contract,  embodying  its  terms,  was  drawn  up,  which  was 
presumably  acceptable  to  all  parties.  At  all  events,  con- 
tracts substantially  in  this  form  were  thereafter,  from  time 
to  time,  executed  severally  between  the  theretofore  purchas- 
ing coal  companies  and  many  of  such  so-called  independent 
minera  83  produced  their  coal  in  territory  contiguous  and 
tributary  to  the  roads  over  which  the  purchasing  com- 
panies shipped  their  coal.    These  contracts  provided  that: 

"The  general  average  1  o.  b.  prices  herein  referred  to  shaU  be 
determined  by  a  disinterested  expert  accountant,  satlsftictory  to  both 
parties,  to  whom  the  buyer  shall  fumlah,  not  later  than  the  8th  of 
each  month,  a  statement  of  the  quantity  of  each  siae  sold  during  the 
preceding  month,  and  the  amount  realized  therefor  by  the  buyer  at 
tide  on  all  sales  of  each  size  of  coal  from  the  •  •  •  region,  and 
the  accountant  each  month  shall  make  a  true  average  price  for  each 
size  sold  at  tide  of  all  the  coal  sold  from  the  same  r^on,  and  the 
average  prices  thus  obtained  shall  be  furnished  by  the  acoonntant  to 
the  buyer  and  seller." 

The  expert  accountant  selected  to  make  these  returns  was, 
naturally,  Mr.  Ruley,  of  the  Statistical  Bureau,  who  had 
since  1890  been  furnishing  these  same  statistics  to  the  coal 
producing  companies  and  all  others  interested. 

Counsel  for  the  government  argue  from  the  fact  that  tliese 
accounts  were  so  rendered  to  the  parties  interested,  that  there 
must  have  been  some  concert  or  agreement  in  violation  of 
the  act  of  Congress  among  the  defendants  and  others,  with 
reference  thereto.  We  cannot  so  regard  it  It  is,  of  coarse, 
possible  that  the  information  obtained  from  these  monthly 
reports  of  the  Statistical  Agency  or  Bureau  maintained  by 
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Mr.  Ruley  and  his  predecessor,  might  have  been  of  some  use 
to  sudi  a  oombination  as  is  charged  in  the  bill,  to  maintain 
rates  of  freight  or  prices  of  coal  in  the  anthracite  region,  but, 
in  the  absence  of  any  direct  proof  of  such  a  combination,  it 
is  a  very  violent  presumption,  indeed,  that,  because  of  the 
existence  of  such  statistics  and  monthly  reports,  published  in 
all  the  trade  journals  of  the  country  and  in  the  hands  of 
every  retailer  of  coal,  as  well  as  in  those  of  every  producer 
of  coal,  there  must  have  been  such  an  illegal  combination; 
and  this  too,  in  face  of  the  fact  that  many  obviously  legiti* 
mate  and  useful  purposes  were  to  be  subserved  by  such  pub- 
lications, to  which  all  intelligent  persons  interested  in  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  producing,  selling,  carrying  and 
consuming  coal  would,  for  their  own  information  and  ad- 
vantage, refer.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  the  slightest 
direct  proof,  apart  from  the  presumption  we  are  asked  to 
indulge  in,  of  any  illegal  combination  or  contract  promoted 
by  the  use  of  these  statistics.  The  reports  were  public,  and 
there  is  not  the  slightest  intimation  of  any  secret  correspond- 
ence between  the  Statistical  Bureau  and  the  defendants. 
This  information,  [468]  open  to  every  one,  was  doubtle^rs 
useful  in  many  legitimate  ways  to  those  who  subscribed  for 
and  supported  it.  We  might  as  well  be  asked  to  draw  un- 
favorable inferences,  in  the  absence  of  other  proof,  from  the 
use  by  the  defendants  of  the  statistics  published  by  the  state 
or  federal  governments,  concerning  mining  operations  and 
the  coal  supply  of  the  country. 

The  genesis  of  these  contracts  being  found  in  the  long- 
established  custom  above  described,  the  general  raising  of 
the  percentage  of  price  at  tide  water  to  be  given  to  the  indi- 
vidual seller,  incident  to  the  settlement  of  the  strike,  and  the 
insistence  by  the  so-called  independent  operators,  whose 
previous  contracts  had  expired,  is  not  to  be  considered  as 
necessarily  predicated  on  any  concert  or  agreement  de- 
nounced by  the  act.  Moreover,  these  contracts  were  clearly 
intrastate  and  not  interstate  in  their  character.  They  were 
complete  when  the  coal  was  delivered  at  the  mines  f .  o.  b.  to 
the  buyer.  They  did  not  control  or  affect,  except  indirectly 
and  incidentally,  interstate  commerce;  much  less  did  they 
suppress  or  restrain  such  commerce.    No  stipulation  of  the 


902  183  FEDERAL  BEPOBTEB,  463. 

OptnioD  of  the  Ooart 

contract  directly  or  indiroctly  touched  the  movement  or  dis- 
position of  the  coal  by  the  buyer  after  its  delivery  under  the 
contract  to  purchase.  Such  buyer  might  have  withheld  all 
the  coal  thus  purchased  from  the  stream  of  interstate  com- 
merce, disposed  of  it  in  the  state  where  it  was  bought,  or  in 
any  other  way  exercised  to  the  fullest  extent  every  right 
appertaining  to  complete  ownership  of  personal  property. 
The  law  of  July  2, 1890,  can  not  be  so  construed,  or  such  a 
purpose  be  imputed  to  those  who  enacted  it,  as  to  strike  with 
nullity  the  legal  intrastate  contracts  which  do  not  in  purpose 
or  effect  directly  relate  to  or  touch  ^'  commerce  with  foreign 
nations  or  among  the  several  states.''  No  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  sanctions  such  an  interpretation.  On  the 
contrary,  that  court  has  always  adhered  to  the  doctrine  that 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  commodities  within  a  state  are 
not  within  federal  control  under  the  commerce  law,  merely 
because  such  ccnnmodities  may,  as  well  as  may  not,  after 
their  manufacture  or  sale,  become  the  subject  of  interstate 
commerce.  These  contracts  were  not  for  the  sale  of  coal  to 
be  delivered  in  another  state.  They  did  not  reach  beyond 
the  delivery  of  coal  f.  o.  b.  the  cars  at  the  breakers.  If  such 
coal  afterwards  entered  the  stream  of  interstate  commerce,  it 
was  because  the  buyer  chose  that  it  should  do  so,  and  it  was 
then  within  federal  jurisdiction  under  the  commerce  clause 
of  the  Constitution.  But  the  contracts  by  which  the  title 
to  such  coal  was  acquired,  not  relating  to  or  affecting,  except 
incidentally  and  indirectly,  interstate  commerce,  are  not 
amenable  to  federal  control 

It  is  said,  however,  that  these  contracts  were  made  pur- 
suant to  concert  or  agreement  entered  into  among  the  pur- 
chasing coal  companies.  It  might  be  a  question  whether 
such  contracts,  even  if  the  result  of  concert  and  combination, 
were  in  restraint  of  trade.  But  the  evidence  does  not  satis- 
factorily establish  the  existence  of  such  combination  or  con- 
cert. Tlie  contracts  were  made,  not  by  all  with  all,  or  by  all 
with  one,  but  by  the  coal  companies  severally  with  individual 
operators.  In  all  essential  features,  these  contracts  took  the 
place  of  the  expiring  contracts,  whose  history  and  genesis 
we  have  summarized.  They  were  the  result  of  the  natural 
development  of  the  business  and  the  peculiar  [468]  condi- 
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tions  pertaining  thereto  in  the  coal  region  during  a  long 
series  of  years,  and  so  far  from  being  in  restraint  of  com- 
merce, contributed  largely  to  its  orderly  and  healthy  growth. 
That  the  price  given  was  determined  by  the  price  obtained 
for  similar  coal  at  tide- water  in  New  York  Harbor,  did  not 
impress  an  interstate  character  upon  the  contracts  in  ques- 
tion. It  was  merely  the  fixing  of  the  standard  by  which  the 
prices  should  be  measured,  and  in  no  wise  differed  from  the 
fixing  of  the  price  of  such  coal  by  the  price  obtained  in  San 
Francisco  or  Boston.  In  fact,  the  evidence  is,  that  a  large 
part  of  the  coal  so  purchased  was  not  taken  to  tide  water  at 
all,  but  was,  to  a  considerable  extent,  disposed  of  in  the  state 
of  Pennsylvania. 

Nor  does  the  mere  fact  that,  during  the  long  period  when 
these  contracts  were  in  vogue,  there  was  equality  in  the  per- 
centage offered  and  paid  by  the  buyers  to  the  sellers,  or  prac- 
tical equality  in  the  prices  obtained  by  different  defendants 
as  sellers  at  tide-water,  argue  any  concert  or  combination  de- 
nounced by  the  act  of  Ciongress.  Equality  in  prices  for  staple 
articles  given  and  received,  is  the  general  result  of  free  com- 
petition among  buyers  and  sellers.  Of  this,  the  grain  markets 
and  cotton  markets  of  the  world  fumihh  signal  examples. 
Nor  can  we  attribute  to  the  so-called  C5  per  cent  omtracts  an 
inherent  illegality  under  the  law,  in  the  fact  that  they  provide 
for  the  purchase  by  the  coal  companies  of  the  whole  product 
of  the  mine,  whereas  the  percentage  contracts  prior  to  1900 
or  1902  were  to  continue  only  for  a  term  of  years.  To  buy 
the  whole  product  of  a  mine  is  just  as  legitimate  a  transaction 
as  to  buy  a  portion  of  it.  To  buy  the  whole  produce  is  just 
as  legitimate  as  to  buy  the  mine  itself.  And  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how  the  65  per  cent  contracts  directly  affect  interstate 
commerce,  if,  as  seems  clear  to  us,  those  to  which  they  suc- 
ceeded did  not.  A  form  of  contract  used  for  purchase  and 
sale  under  these  contracts  has  been  shown.  Uniformity  in 
the  framework  of  these  contracts  would  seem  to  be  the 
natural  result  of  the  situation,  each  seller  demanding  the 
terms  that  obtained  among  other  sellers,  and  is  no  more  evi- 
dence of  concert  or  agreement,  illegal  or  otherwise,  than  the 
uniform  character  of  negotiable  notes  and  bills  of  lading,  as 
used  in  the  business  world.    There  is  no  evidence  to  show 
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that  the  coal  bought  by  the  coal  companies  under  these  65 
per  cent  contracts  was  not  sold  by  them  in  competition  with 
each  other,  just  as  it  is  proved  all  other  coal  owned  or  pro- 
duced by  tiiem  was  sold,  whether  at  tide- water  in  New  Toilc 
City,  or  elsewhere. 

Being  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  these  so-called  65  per 
cent  contracts  are  not  within  the  mischief  denounced  by  the 
act  of  July  2, 1890,  and  have  no  proved  connection  with  any 
general  combination  or  conspiracy,  as  charged  in  the  seventh 
paragraph  of  the  bill,  I  think  as  to  them  the  bill  should  be 
dismissed. 

Nor  can  we  agree  that  tbe  abortive  or  abandoned  attempts 
by  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  to  come  to  agreements 
or  arrangements  in  1876, 1884,  and  1886,  even  if  admitted  to 
be  of  a  character  now  d^iounced  by  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
have  any  evidential  bearing,  remote  or  otherwise,  upon  the 
charge  now  being  considered  by  the  court.  In  the  first  place, 
the  several  acts  referred  to  were  legal  when  made.  They 
certainly  violated  no  act  of  Congress  then  in  force;  and  in 
the  [464]  second  place,  were  abandoned  long  before  the 
passage  of  the  act  now  under  consideration. 

If  no  general  agreement  or  conspiracy  in  violation  of  the 
act  has  thus  far  been  disclosed  by  the  testimony,  direct  or 
indirect,  it  is  hardly  worth  while  to  consider  in  this  connec- 
tion at  any  length,  the  separate  acts  of  individual  defendants 
or  groups  of  defendants,  so  far  as  they  are  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  as  steps  in  the  development  of  the  general 
illegal  combination  charged  in  the  petition,  and  in  further- 
ance of  its  illegal  purposes.  Nor  do  these  separate  acts  con- 
stitute circumstances  from  which  the  existence  of  such  gen- 
eral unlawful  combination  and  agreement  can  be  inferred. 
The  alleged  absorption  by  the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  in 
January,  1898,  of  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western 
Railroad  Company,  even  if  it  were  held  violative  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  on  the  part  of  the  two 
companies  concerned,  has  no  relation  whatever,  necessary  or 
otherwise,  to  any  general  conspiracy,  such  as  is  charged 
against  all  the  defendants.  The  same  observation  is  true, 
also,  of  the  transaction  in  which  the  Reading  Company  ac- 
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quired  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Central  Bailroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  thereby,  as  al- 
leged, uniting  and  bringing  together  under  a  common  head 
and  source  of  control,  that  company  and  the  Philadelphia 
&  Reading  Railway  Company.  In  fact,  if  all  be  true,  as  is 
alleged  of  these  two  transactions,  they  enabled  these  two 
groups  of  defendants  to  compete  more  efficiently  with  some 
of  the  other  defendants.  They  certainly  do  not  tend  to  prove 
the  conspiracy  which  must  be  assumed,  if  they  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  steps  in  the  development  or  furtherance  thereof. 

A  careful  consideration  of  the  very  able  argument  and 
brief  of  the  counsel  for  the  government,  does  not  convince 
us  that  the  evidence  discloses  any  such  general  contract,  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  among  the  defendants  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  same,  as 
charged  in  the  petition.  Certainly  there  is  no  direct  evi- 
dence of  such  a  c(xnbination  or  conspiracy,  and  we  think  it  is 
equally  obvious,  from  what  we  have  just  said,  that  there  is 
no  indirect  or  convincing  circumstantial  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  conspiracy.  The  things  herein  charged 
are  violations  of  law,  and  constitute  the  crimes  denounced 
by  the  act.  We  refrain  from  saying  that,  on  that  account, 
the  degree  of  proof  of  their  commission  should  be  that  re- 
quired upon  the  trial  of  indictments  therefor.  It  suffices  to 
say  that  the  evidence  should  be  such  as  to  convince  the  mind 
of  the  tribunal  to  which  it  is  addressed,  that  the  acts  de- 
nounced by  the  law  have  been  committed.  The  consequences 
attending  the  finding  of  the  defendants  guilty  of  the  acts 
charged  in  the  petition  in  this  proceeding,  are  certainly 
very  serious,  not  only  to  the  defendants,  but  to  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  public  and  to  many  innocent  persons  involved 
in  these  transactions.  As  we  have  before  said,  this  consid- 
eration can  only  be  pertinent  to  invoke  a  more  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  testimony  adduced  in  support  of  the 
charges  made  in  the  petition. 

We  are  not  unmindful  that  the  conspiracies  and  ccHnbina- 
tions  forbidden  by  the  act  may  be  proved  otherwise  than  by 
direct  and  positive  testimony  of  definitively  formed  agreo- 
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mentSy  and  that  it  is  a  part  of  the  [4651  law  of  conspiracy, 
that  ^  if  there  is  a  meeting  of  minds  brought  about  in  any 
way  to  accomplish  the  common  purpose,  the  essentials  of  a 
guilty  combination  are  all  satisfied."  We  fail,  however,  to 
find  in  any  of  the  acts  and  transactions  disclosed  by  the 
testimony,  evidence  of  any  general  combination  or  purpose  to 
combine  in  vi<dation  of  tiie  provisions  of  the  act  continuing 
after  the  date  of  its  enactment.  Except  as  hereinafter  stated, 
we  cannot  find,  from  any  fair  intendment  of  the  act  in  ques- 
tion,  a  purpose  to  denounce  general  conditions  and  relations 
such  as  now  exist  among  the  parties  engaged  in  the  mining, 
selling  and  transportation  of  anthracite  coal,  whether  intra- 
state or  interstate  in  its  character,  disclosed  by  the  evidence, 
as  now  existing  since  July  2,  1890,  and  we  can  impute  no 
intention  to  the  f ramers  of  the  act  to  disturb  such  conditions. 

To  violate  the  act,  there  must  be  a  contract,  combination 
or  conspiracy,  which  in  purpose  or  effect  tends  to  restrain 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  states,  or  to  monopolize  some 
portion  thereof.  Whether  in  purpose  or  effect  violative  of 
the  act,  such  contract,  combination  or  c(mspiracy  must  have 
the  ordinary  meaning  attached  to  those  words.  There  must 
be  the  meeting  of  the  minds  of  two  or  more,  to  accomplish 
some  common  purpose  directly  violative  of  the  act,  or  a  pur- 
pose which  will,  whether  intentional  or  not,  in  effect  con- 
stitute a  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
states.  In  most  of  the  cases  under  this  act  which  have  come 
before  the  Supreme  Court,  the  existence  of  the  contract,  com- 
bination or  conspiracy,  has  been  either  admitted  or  clearly 
and  definitely  proved,  and  the  question  of  difficulty  pre- 
sented to  the  court  was,  whether  the  contract,  admitted  or 
proved,  came  within  the  purview  of  the  act.  In  this  case, 
however,  we  are  met  at  the  threshold  with  the  denial  of  the 
existence  of  any  such  contract,  ccmibination  or  conspiracy, 
generally  charged  against  all  the  defendants,  and  with  what 
we  think  is  a  deficiency  in  the  evidence  adduced  to  support 
the  same. 

In  the  Addyston  Pipe  case^  175  U.  S.  at  page  285,  20  Sup. 
Ct.,  at  page  105  (44  L.  Ed.  136) ,  the  court  say ; 

**  Wo  are  thus  brought  to  the  qnestion,  whether  the  contract  or  com* 
bination  proved  in  this  case  is  one  which  is  either  a  direct  restraint 
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or  a  regulation  of  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign 
nations,  contrary  to  the  act  of  Ck)ngre8a" 

Immediately  thereafter,  the  court  adopt  the  statement  of 
special  facts  made  by  the  learned  circuit  judge,  in  part,  as 
follows: 

"The  defendants,  being  manufacturers  and  Tenders  of  cast  iron 
pipe,  ^tered  into  a  combination  to  raise  the  prices  for  pipe  for  all 
states  west  and  south  of  New  York.  Pennsylvania  and  Virginia,  con- 
stituting considerably  more  than  three-quarters  of  the  territory  of 
the  United  States  and  significantly  called  by  the  associates  'pay' 
territory." 

In  the  Northern  Securities  case^  193  U.  S.  197,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
436,  48  L.  Ed.  679,  of  course  the  existence  of  the  contract 
or  combination,  the  result  of  which  was  the  incorporation  of 
the  Northern  Securities  Company,  for  holding  the  stock  of 
and  controlling  and  managing  two  competing  railroads,  was 
not  denied.  Its  terms  and  conditions  and  purpose  were  be- 
fore the  court,  and  were  not  the  subjects  of  dispute  or 
[466]  controversy.  The  question  argued  before  the  court, 
and  upon  which  the  court  divided,  was  whether  this  combina- 
tion, admittedly  existing,  was  within  the  purview  of  the 
act  of  CSongress. 

In  Swift  cfe  Co.  V.  United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  276,  49  L.  Ed.  518,  the  case  came  up  upon  demurrer 
by  the  defendants  to  the  petition,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
decided  in  effect,  that  the  allegation  as  to  the  existence  of  a 
contract,  combination  or  conspiracy,  was  sufficient. 

In  Loeiae  v.  Lawlor,  208  U.  S.  274,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L. 
Ed.  488,  the  combination  to  "  boycott "  the  interstate  trade 
of  a  certain  hat  manufacturer  in  Connecticut,  was  admitted 
or  clearly  proved. 

So  far,  we  have  considered  the  denunciation  of  agreements 
or  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  as  set  forth  in  the  first 
section,  and  combinations  to  monopolize  any  part  of  inter- 
state trade,  together,  because  both  involve  the  agreement  and 
combination  of  two  or  more  persons  to  accomplish  a  common 
purpose,  as  above  discussed. 

Section  2,  however,  makes  it  an  offense  for  any  person 
to  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  inter- 
state trade  or  commerce.    The  monopoly  feature  of  the  act 

10870*— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  3 58 
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IS  covered  by  the  charge  of  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
monopolize,  and  the  individual  offense  can  only  exist  as  to 
individual  defendants.  There  must,  however,  be  a  clear, 
legal  concept  of  the  words  "  monopolize  "  and  "  monopoly," 
in  order  to  properly  consider  the  charge  in  this  respect,  as 
set  forth  in  the  petition.  The  word  is  hard  to  define,  and 
no  attempt  at  exhaustive  definition  need  be  made.  It  will 
suffice  to  say  that  the  mere  extent  of  acquisition  of  business 
or  property  achieved  by  fair  or  lawful  means  cannot  be  the 
criterion  of  monopoly.  In  addition  to  acquisition  and  ac- 
quirement, there  must  be  an  intent  by  unlawful  means  to 
exclude  others  from  the  same  traffic  or  business,  or  from 
acquiring  by  the  same  means  property  and  material  things. 
As  said  by  Judge  Sanborn  in  U.  8.  v.  Standard  OU  Oo.j  173 
Fed.  177: 

"It  (the  Anti-Tmst  Act)  was  enacted,  not  to  stifle,  bnt  to  foster 
competition,  and  Its  tme  construction  Is  that,  while  nnlawfal  means 
to  monopolize  and  to  continue  an  unlawful  monopoly  of  Interstate  and 
International  commerce  are  misdemeanors  and  enjoinable  under  it 
monopolies  of  part  of  interstate  and  international  commerce,  by  legiti- 
mate competition,  however  successful,  are  not  denounced  by  the  law, 
and  may  not  be  forbidden  by  the  courts." 

But,  even  if  the  proper  interpretation  of  the  word  "mo- 
nopoly "  were  as  broad  as  contended  for,  as  we  have  already 
said,  we  find  no  evidence  to  support  the  charge  of  an  agree- 
ment, combination  or  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants in  that  regard. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  said  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  court  to  obstruct,  trammel  or  interfere  with  the  free- 
dom of  business,  or  with  the  necessary  or  lawful  relations 
of  those  engaged  in  it.  The  situation  in  the  anthracite  re- 
gion is  a  somewhat  unique  one.  The  territory  in  which  the 
anthracite  coal  deposits  are  found  is  comparatively  a  re- 
stricted one,  and  the  development  of  the  business  of  produc- 
ing, preparing  for  the  market  and  transporting  it,  though 
necessarily  affected  by  the  peculiar  conditions  surrounding 
it,  has  had,  on  the  whole,  a  natural,  wholesome  and  beneficial 
growth.  It  cannot  be  that  every  phase  in  this  development, 
which  tends  to  the  better  regulation  of  a  business  engaged  in 
by  many  operators,  corporate  and  individual,  [457]  which 
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incidentally  but  not  directly  affects  the  selling  and  trans- 
portation of  coal  in  and  to  other  states,  in  the  absence  of  the 
unlawful  purpose  denounced  in  the  act,  can  be  visited  with 
the  serious  consequences  sought  in  this  case  to  be  visited  upon 
the  defendants.  We  have  already  commented  on  the  fact 
that  the  development  of  this  business  has  tended  to  eliminate 
from  it  the  confusion,  loss,  and  wasteful  conditions  which 
characterized  the  earlier  period  of  its  growth,  in  accordance 
with  the  natural  laws  which  govern  competition  and  reward 
intelligence  and  enterprise. 

It  has  been  said  in  many  cases,  and  the  brief  of  the  United 
States  admits,  that  mere  acquisition  of  the  material  sources 
of  wealth,  and  the  enlargement  of  business  and  traffic,  ac- 
complished without  the  illegal  combination  or  conspiracy 
denounced  by  the  act  is  not  unlawful.  In  the  present  case, 
it  has  resulted  in  a  large  percentage  of  the  coal  lands  of  the 
region  being  held  by  wealthy  and  powerful  corporations 
who  have  the  ability,  and  whose  interest  it  is,  to  conserve 
those  natural  resources  so  valuable  to  the  people  of  the  whole 
country.  The  evidence  of  this  case  tends  to  show  that  these 
large  holding  and  carrying  companies  do  carry  on  their  busi- 
ness in  competition  with  each  other;  and  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  there  has  been  any  general  agreement  or  com- 
bination between  them,  verbal  or  in  writing,  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  among  the  states,  by  a  suppression  of 
competition  or  otherwise,  as  is  charged  in  the  first  clause  of 
the  seventh  paragraph  of  the  petition. 

Counsel  for  the  government  insist  that  the  cases  in  which 
the  Supreme  Court  has  discriminated  between  those  acts 
of  the  state  Legislatures  which  unlawfully  invade  the  ex- 
clusive domain  of  federal  regulation  of  interstate  commerce, 
and  those  which  do  not,  are  applicable  to  the  consideration 
of  the  present  case.  I  think  this  is  so  only  in  a  qualified 
sense.  But,  pursuing  the  argument  on  this  line,  we  find 
that  the  Supreme  Court  has  said  repeatedly,  that  state  legis- 
lation enacted  without  intent  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce, is  only  unlawful  if  it  directly  and  substantially  inter- 
feres therewith,  but  not  so  if  it  affects  interstate  commerce 
only  incidentally  and  not  substantially.    I  find  nothing  in 
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this  case,  either  in  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  general 
charge  of  conspiracrf ,  or  of  the  individual  acts  of  the  Bead- 
ing Company,  with  reference  to  the  stock  of  the  Central 
Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  or  of  the  Erie  Company. 
with  reference  to  the  stodc  of  the  New  York,  Susqu^anna 
&  Western  Railroad  Company,  by  which  there  has  been 
made  manifest  any  purpose  to  restrain  interstate  commerce, 
or  anything  to  show  that  the  effect  of  these  transactions  has 
been  to  directly  interfere  therewith. 

As  to  the  Temple  Iron  Company  transaction,  in  whidi 
seven  of  the  defendants  are  involved,  to  wit,  the  Beading 
Company,  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey, 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  the  Delaware,  Lacka- 
wanna &  Western  Railroad  Company,  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad 
Company,  it  is  charged,  and  the  charge  is  su{^>orted  by  the 
proof,  that  the  defendants  named  entered  into  a  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  to  defeat  and  prevent  the  building  of  a 
railroad  and  the  construction  of  [458]  an  interstate  route 
for  the  carrying  of  coal  from  the  Wyoming  region  to  tide 
water.  The  details  of  this  transaction  are  fully  set  out  in 
the  opinions  written  by  the  other  members  of  the  oourt,  and 
need  not  be  here  repeated.  I  agree  with  the  conclusion 
reached  in  one  of  these  opinions,  that  this  so-called  Temple 
Iron  Company  transaction  involved  a  combination  or  con* 
spiracy  by  the  defendants  above  named,  in  violation  of  the 
act  of  July  2,  1890,  as  being  in  restraint  of  commerce  among 
the  states.  It  seems  to  me  clear  that  an  agreement  was  come 
to  bv  the  defendants  named,  which  resulted  in  concerted 
action  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  bringing  about  an  aban- 
donment of  the  project  of  a  route  from  the  Wyoming  ooal 
field  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  for  the  carriage  of  coal,  to 
tide  water  in  the  state  of  New  York.  This  avowed  and 
conceded  purpose  rendered  all  that  was  done  in  pursuance 
thereof  violative  of  the  act  of  Congress  in  question,  however 
innocent  and  legitimate  it  might  have  otherwise  been.  It 
is  true,  that  the  Simpson  &  Watlnn?  collieries  might  have 
been  innocently  purchased  by  the  def^idants,  separately  or 
in  combination,  but  as  they  were  purchased  in  order  to  carry 
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into  effect  the  purpose  of  an  unlawful  combination,  it  seems 
to  me  the  transaction  was  clearly  within  the  denunciation  of 
the  law.  The  Temple  Iron  Company  was  the  palpable  in- 
strument or  means  by  which  the  unlawful  purpose  of  the 
combination  was  accomplished,  and  its  acquirement  of  the 
said  collieries,  in  pursuance  of  that  combination,  must  be 
held  as  illegal.  I  cannot  think  tiiat  the  fact  that  the  Penn- 
sylvania charter  of  the  proposed  railroad — ^The  New  York, 
Wyoming  &  Western  by  name — only  authorized  its  construc- 
tion from  a  point  in  the  Delaware  river,  in  Northumberland 
county,  Pennsylvania  (being  also  the  boundary  line  between 
the  states  of  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania),  opposite  or  near 
Belvidere,  New  Jersey,  and  thence  to  a  point  in  the  Susque- 
hanna river,  within  or  near  Pittston,  Luzerne  county,  Penn- 
sylvania, with  the  necessary  branches  or  laterals,  affects  in 
any  way  the  character  of  the  combination  charged  as  being 
illegal.  It  clearly  appears  from  the  evidence  that  a  project 
for  a  railroad  route  from  the  coal  fields  in  Pennsylvania  to 
tide  water  in  New  York,  was  being  discussed  and  ostensibly 
promoted  by  named  parties  intercvsted  in  the  coal  regions, 
notably  the  firm  of  Simpson  &  Watkins,  and  that  the  charter 
above  referred  to  had  been  obtained  as  a  step  towards  the 
consummation  of  the  purpose  to  construct  such  a  route.  I 
do  not  think  we  are  called  upon  to  consider  and  weigh  the 
evidence,  pro  and  con,  as  to  whether  the  projectors  of  this 
route  would  or  would  not  have  been  able  to  carry  the  same 
to  compktion.  It  matters  not  for  present  purposes  whether 
the  entorprise  would  have  resulted,  or  not,  in  failure.  The 
important  fact  is,  that  the  defendants  named,  interested 
in  the  production  and  carriage  of  coai  from  Pennsylvania 
to  tide  water  in  New  York,  believed  that  the  project  of  con- 
structing such  a  route  was  a  serious  one,  and  that  it  induced 
them  to  combine,  in  order  to  thwart  that  purpose.  The 
combination  brought  about  the  abandonment  of  the  project, 
and  the  possibility  of  a  competing  road  in  interstate  com- 
merce was,  for  the  time  being,  frustrated.  I  cannot  escape 
the  conclusion,  therefore,  that  the  decree  of  this  court  should 
denounce  as  illegal  the  combination  by  which  this  result 
was  brought  about,  if  a  decree  for  an  injunction,   un- 
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Bufflngton,  C.  J.,  concurring  and  dissenting. 

[469]  der  the  prayers  contained  in  the  petition  can  be  founded 
upon  such  denouncement 

The  injunction  or  restraining  order  specifically  prayed  f<Mr 
in  the  petition  should  be  granted,  so  far  as  it  will  serve  ^  to 
prevent  and  restrain ''  the  future  or  continuing  violation  of 
the  act.  This  is  the  only  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the 
court  in  such  a  proceeding  as  the  one  before  us,  and  there  can 
be  no  injunctive  relief  granted,  unless  it  tends  to  restrain 
some  specific  future  or  continuing  violation  of  the  act 

BtJFFiNGTON,  Circuit  Judge  (concurring  and  dissenting). 

I  concur  in  the  court  holding  the  Temple  Iron  Company  an 
illegal  combination. 

I  dissent  from  its  action  in  dismissing  the  bill  as  to  the  65 
per  cent  contracts. 

I  restrict  my  opinion  to  discussing  those  two  subjects. 

I  concur  in  the  court's  dismissal  of  the  bill  as  to  the  other 
matters. 

This  petition,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  by  the 
United  States  against  certain  railroads  hereinafter  named, 
and  a  number  of  other  respondents,  charges  violations  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled,  "An  act  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  mo- 
noplies,"  which  provides  that: 

"  Byery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  tmst  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  lUegaL" 

And  section  2,  which  provides  that: 

"Byery  person  who  sfiall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolise,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  persons,  to  monopolise  any  part 
of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign 
nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  ete. 

The  petition  is  filed  in  pursuance  of  section  4,  which  enacts 
that: 

**  It  shaU  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United 
States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attor- 
ney General,  to  institute  proceedings  In  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain 
such  violatlona." 
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The  case  is  on  final  hearing,  and  its  determination  involves 
two  questions,  viz. :  First,  the  meaning  of  the  law ;  and,  sec- 
ond, whether  the  facts  proven  fall  within  its  prohibitions. 

In  taking  up  the  first  question,  it  is  well  to  note  that,  the 
validity  of  the  law  being  conceded,  the  court's  duty  is  simply 
to  declare  its  meaning  and  enforce  its  provisions,  for  whether 
the  law  itself  is  in  the  line  of  sound  commercial  policy  and  in- 
dustrial progress  is  a  legislative,  not  a  judicial,  question.  It 
suffices  to  say  Congress  has  passed  it ;  the  executive,  in  pursu- 
ance of  its  terms,  seeks  to  enforce  it ;  it  remains  for  the  court 
not  to  question  the  wisdom  of  the  Legislature  in  enacting,  or 
the  executive  in  enforcing,  but  simply  to  declare  its  meaning 
and  give  effect  to  its  provisions. 

The  first  section  uses  broad,  inclusive  words.  The  object  of 
the  law  is  to  prevent  "  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states";  and  this  is  accomplished  by  making 
illegal  "  every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states."  The  [460]  words  "contract," 
"combination,"  "conspiracy,"  are  clear,  and  "trade  among 
the  several  states"  is  equally  so.  The  coupling  phrase  '*in 
restraint "  would  seem  to  be  the  only  term  open  to  question. 

"  Bestraint ".  is  a  comprehensive  word  and  covers  the  sev- 
eral individual  kinds  thereof  described  in— check;  hinder; 
repress;  curb;  restrict.  By  the  use  of  this  broad  phrase,  " in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,"  it  would  seem  that  one  of 
the  objects  Congress  had  in  view  was  the  maintenance  of 
that  natural,  free  flow  of  commerce  incident  to  its  com- 
mercial, competitive  character.  We  are  therefore  justified 
in  holding  that,  although  the  word  "competition"  is  not 
used  therein,  this  act,  as  said  in  Chesapeake  dh  Ohio  Fuel 
Co.  V.  United  States,  115  Fed.  610,  620,  58  C.  C.  A.  256,  266 
(a  case  in  which  two  of  the  present  justices  of  the  Supreme 
Court  sat),  was  "aimed  to  maintain  interstate  commerce 
on  the  basis  of  free  competition."  Such  being  the  case,  and 
the  Supreme  Court  has  likewise  held,  we  have  an  aid  both 
to  its  construction  and  enforcement,  namely,  the  object  for 
which  the  law  was  enacted. 


^ 
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Turning  now  to  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  it 
was  decided  in  the  Northern  Securities  case^  198  U.  S,  337, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  457  (48  L.  Ed.  679)  that: 

**  The  means  employed  In  respect  to  the  combinations  forbidden  by 
the  anti-trust  act,  and  which  Congress  deemed  germane  to  the  end 
to  be  accomplished,  was  to  prescribe  as  a  rule  for  Interstate  and 
international  commerce,  (not  for  domestic  commerce),  that  it  should 
not  be  vexed  by  combinations,  conspiracies  or  monopolies  which  re- 
strain commerce  by  destroying  or  restricting  competition.  We  say 
that  Ck)ngress  has  prescribed  such  a  rule,  because  in  all  the  prior 
cases  in  this  court  the  Anti-Trust  Act  has  been  construed  as  for- 
bidding any  combination  which  by  Its  necessary  operation  destroys 
or  restricts  free  competition  among  those  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce; in  other  words,  that  to  destroy  or  restrict  free  competition 
in  interstate  commerce  was  to  restrain  such  commerce.  Now,  can 
this  court  say  that  such  a  rule  is  prohibited  by  the  Constitution  or 
is  not  one  that  Congress  could  appropriately  prescribe  when  exerting 
its  power  under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution?  Whether 
the  free  operation  of  the  normal  laws  of  competition  is  a  wise  and 
wholesome  rule  for  trade  and  commerce  is  an  economic  question 
which  this  court  need  not  consider  or  determine.  Undoubtedly 
there  are  those  who  think  that  the  general  business  interests  and 
prosperity  of  the  country  will  be  best  promoted  if  the  rule  of  com- 
petition is  not  applied.  But  there  are  others  who  believe  that  such 
a  rule  is  more  necessary  in  these  days  of  enormous  wealth  than  it 
ever  was  in  any  former  period  of  our  history.  Be  all  this  at  It  may. 
Congress  has,  in  effect,  recognized  the  rule  of  free  competition  by 
declaring  illegal  every  combination  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  in- 
terstate and  international  commerce.  As  in  the  Judgment  of  Con- 
gress the  public  convenience  and  the  general  welfare  will  be  best  sub- 
served when  the  natural  laws  of  competition  are  left  undisturbed 
by  those  engaged  In  interstate  conuuerce,  and  as  Congress  has  em* 
bodied  that  rule  in  a  statute,  that  must  be,  for  all,  the  end  of  the 
matter,  if  this  is  to  remain  a  government  of  laws,  and  not  of  men.*' 

As  further  emphasizing  free  competition  as  the  object  of 
the  statute,  the  court  stated  its  preceding  decisions  estab- 
lished the  proposition  "that  Congress  ♦  ♦  *  has  pre- 
scribed the  rule  of  free  competition  among  those  engaged 
in  such  commerce,"  and: 

*'  We  need  only  say  that  Congress  has  authority  to  declare,  and  by 
the  language  of  its  act,  as  interpreted  in  prior  cases,  has  in  effect 
declared',  that  the  freedom  of  Interstate  and  international  commerce 
shall  not  be  obstructed  or  disturbed  by  any  combination.  con8piracy» 
or  monopoly  that  wUl  restrain  [461]  such  conmierce,  by  preventing 
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the  free  operation  of  competition  among  interstate  carriers  engaged  In 
the  transportation  of  passengers  and  f^lgbt" 

Since,  then,  the  object  of  the  act  is  to  conserve  free  compe- 
tition in  interstate  commerce,  we  are  justified  in  holding 
that  the  phrase,  "in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states,"  forbids  everything  that  restricts  free 
competition  in  interstate  commerce.  This  brings  us  to  in- 
quire whether  any  combination  of  that  nature  exists  in  this 
case. 

The  anthracite  coal  supply  of  the  United  States  is  practi- 
cally limited  to  a  small  area  of  less  than  500  square  miles 
in  northeastern  Pennsylvania.  Its  consumption  is  general 
in  other  states;  practically  four-fifths  of  the  entire  output 
entering  into  interstate  commerce  in  1905.  Six  interstate 
railroads,  hereinafter  called  the  defendant  carriers,  to  wit, 
Heading  Company  (owning  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading 
Railway  Company) ;  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company; 
the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company; 
the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey ;  the  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pany ;  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad 
Company — ^haul  about  80  per  cent  of  the  output  and  control 
all  means  of  transportation  from  the  anthracite  field  to 
New  York  Harbor,  the  principal  market  for  anthracite  coal, 
save  relatively  small  territorial  facilities  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company  and  the  New  York,  Ontario  &  Western 
Railroad  Company.  These  six  defendant  railroads  are  not 
only  competitors  with  each  other  by  virtue  of  the  natural 
conditions  incident  to  all  common  carriers,  but  being  them- 
selves, through  their  several  subsidiary  coal  companies,  here- 
inafter called  defendant  coal  companies,  buyers  of  coal  from 
operatcn:^,  producers  of  coal  themselves,  and  likewise  sellers 
of  such  bought  and  produced  coal,  they  are  in  keen  compe- 
tition with  each  other  not  only  in  transporting,  but  in  buy- 
ing coal  to  originate  freights  and  in  selling  it  to  realize 
profits.  It  will  be  observed  that  since  1895  the  defendant 
railroads  have  through  their  subsidiary  coal  companies  in- 
creased their  coal  holdings  by  30,000  acres  and  from  pro- 
ducing, in  1900,  68  per  o^it  of  the  total  output,  they  pro- 
duced 78  per  cent  in  1907.  The  substantial  identity  of  the 
Beveral  defendant  railroads  and  their  respective  subsidiary 


916  183  FBDEBAL  fiEPOBTBE,  402, 

Bufflngton,  C.  J.,  concurring  and  dissenting. 

coal  companies  is  shown  in  the  proofs.  Take,  for  example, 
the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company  and  the  Lehigh  Valley 
Coal  Company.  The  coal  company's  stock  is  all  owned  by 
the  railroad  company.  No  dividend  has  ever  been  paid  upon 
it.  The  funds  to  operate  it  are  advanced  by  the  railroad 
company.  Its. present  indebtedness  to  the  latter  is  about 
$11,000,000.  On  this  no  interest  is  paid.  Both  companies 
have  the  same  officers,  and  in  its  annual  report  the  railroad 
company  says: 

**  Under  existing  arrangements  the  Lebigh  VaUey  CkMil  Oompany  is 
compeUed  to  depend  upon  the  Railroad  CSompany  for  working  capital 
to  carry  on  its  operations.*' 

In  other  words,  the  coal  company  is  the  subsidiary,  cor- 
porate hand  of  the  railroad  company,  and,  while  its  cor- 
porate entity  is  separate,  yet  in  work,  profit,  interest,  and 
official  personnel,  it  is  but  an  alter  ego  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany itself.  And  such  is  the  view  taken  of  this  relation  by 
the  courts.  In  Interstate  Commerce  Commiission  v.  [468] 
Baird,  194  U.  S.  42,  24  Sup.  Ct  668  (48  L.  Ed.  860),  the 
Supreme  Court  say: 

"  Here  is  a  railroad  company  engaged  at  once  in  the  purchase  of 
coal  through  a  company  which  it  practically  owna'* 

The  anthracite  field  is  divided  into  three  regions,  called 
the  Lehigh,  the  Schuylkill,  and  the  Wyoming  or  Lacka- 
wanna. In  1907,  some  67,000,000  tons  of  anthracite  were 
mined  in  these  regions,  of  which  over  17,000,000  were  carried 
to  New  York  Harbor.  From  70  to  76  per  cent  was  produced 
by  the  defendant  railroads  through  their  coal  axnpanies, 
and  the  balance  by  individual  operators.  Their  respective 
coal  tonnages  in  that  year  were : 

PhUadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  CJo 20. 89 

Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey 12. 99 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company 17. 18 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  R.  R.  Co 16. 25 

Brie  Railroad  Company 10.  G6 

70.87 

Delaware  k  Hudson  Company 9. 78 

Pennsylyania  Railroad  Company 9. 24 

Mew  York«  Ontario  k  Western 4. 01 

—  23.08 

100.00 
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Buffington,  G.  J.,  concurriDg  and  dlBsenting. 

Referring,  for  convenience,  to  the  summary  for  relief  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  government's  brief,  we  may  say  that  the 
first,  second,  and  fifth  grounds  of  relief  refer  to  general  acts 
in  which  all  the  defendant  railroads  are  alleged  to  have 
joined,  while  the  third,  fourth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth 
concern  acts  in  which  some  but  not  all  of  the  defendant  rail- 
roads participated.  Objection  to  the  joinder  of  such  rights 
of  action  was  first  urged  upon  the  court  at  final  hearing. 
Without  entering  upon  a  discussion  of  the  authorities  bearing 
on  multifariousness,  we  content  ourselves  with  saying  the 
omission  of  the  respondents  to  urge  this  ground  until  the 
final  hearing  was  a  waiver  thereof,  and  while  a  court  on 
such  hearing  may,  of  its  own  motion,  dismiss  a  bill,  it  will 
not  do  so  if  that  objection  does  not  embarrass  or  prevent  it 
decreeing  relief.  Without,  therefore,  holding  this  bill  free 
from  objection  in  that  regard,  we  are  of  opinion,  in  view  of 
all  the  circumstances  attending  the  conduct  of  the  case,  that 
it  should  not  be  dismissed  on  that  ground,  and  we  accord- 
ingly address  ourselves  to  the  merits,  and  in  doing  so  we 
confine  ourselves  to  the  Temple  Iron  Company  transaction 
and  the  65  per  cent  contracts,  taking  up  first  the  combina- 
tion of  these  six  defendant  railroads  through  the  Temple 
Iron  Company,  for  in  our  opinion  that  transaction  involves 
the  broad,  underlying  right  of  these  railroads  to  combine  in 
matters  of  interstate  commerce  and,  in  connection  with  the 
perpetual  65  per  cent  contracts,  is  the  real  gist  of  the  con- 
troversy. 

The  specific  relief  asked  for  in  the  government's  brief  in 
that  regard  is: 

"Fifth.  That  the  Temple  Iron  Company  is  a  combination  of  the 
defendants,  Reading  Ck)mpany,  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey, 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  West- 
em  Railroad  Company,  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York, 
Susqaehanna  &  Western  Rail  [468]  road  Company,  In  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  in  anthracite,  in  violation  of  the  said  act,  and 
every  such  defendant,  and  any  subsidiary  company  or  agent  of  either 
is  enjoined  from  voting  the  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  from 
receiving  any  dividends  or  other  profits  arising  therefrom,  and  from 
exercising  any  control  over  the  same.'* 


I 
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This  is  based  <»i  sub-division  ^^  d  "  of  paragraph  7,  and  is  h 
condensed  form  of  the  fifth  prayer  of  the  bill,  which,  inter 
alia,  is  that  the  Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries  were  acquired 
by  the  defendant  railroads  in  pursuance  generally  of  the 
combination  charged  in  paragraph  7,  ^^and  specifically  in 
pursuance  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy  between  the  de- 
fendants last  named  to  defe^it  the  construction  of  a  compet- 
ing railroad  from  the  anthracite  fields  to  tidewater,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  aforesaid  act  of  July  2, 1890." 

A  brief  preliminary  account  of  anthracite  mining  and 
marketing  methods  is  helpful  to  an  understanding  of  the 
case.  We  have  seen  that  the  scde  means  of  transporting 
anthracite  to  market  is  by  rail ;  that  the  defendant  railroads, 
through  the  agency  of  their  subsidiary  coal  companies,  are 
themselves  interested  in  mining  coal,  and  in  purchasing  the 
coal  produced  by  other  mining  companies  and  individuals, 
and  in  the  sale  of  the  same.  The  coal  sold  by  the  outside 
producer  to  the  subsidiary  coal  companies  is  paid  for  on  a 
perc^itage  of  the  price  coal  commands  at  New  York  Har- 
bor. Originally  the  coal  producers'  percentage  of  this  was 
40  per  cent,  but  from  time  to  time  it  has  been  increased  to 
65  per  cent.  The  remaining  35  per  cent  is  the  defendant 
railroads'  share,  which  covers  freight,  selling  expenses,  and 
profit.  The  adjustment  of  these  percentages  has  been  a  con- 
stant ground  of  contention  between  producers  and  railroads. 
An  increase  thereof  has  been  urged  by  the  former  because  of 
the  greater  cost  of  mining  due  to  exhaustion,  which  compels 
a  resort  to  deeper  levels,  and  added  expenses  caused  by 
pumping  water  therefrom;  raising  of  miners'  wages;  shorter 
hours  of  labor;  expense  incident  to  safety  laws,  prevention 
of  fires,  and  explosions;  and  finally  to  the  high  grade  of  coal 
preparation  demanded  by  the  public.  It  is,  of  course,  also 
contended  by  the  producers  that  the  percentage  retained  by 
the  defendant  railroads  gave  them  an  undue  freight  rate. 
Without  entering  into  a  discussion  of  the  merits  of  these 
contentions,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  difficulty  that  confronts 
both  railroads  and  producers  in  the  proper  adjustment  of 
their  relative  rights,  and  wholly  without  fault  on  the  part 
of  either,  is  complicated  by  the  public  market  demand  that 
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the  coal  be  prepared  for  use  in  such  foiln  as  will  meet  the 
somewhat  exacting  demands  of  the  purchasing  public.  In 
buying  coal  the  public  does  not  base  its  requirements  so  much 
on  the  real  worth  in  heat  units  of  the  coal  as  on  size  and  ap- 
pearance. F(M*  example,  the  first  breakage  of  coal  which 
results  in  grate  size  is  necessary.  But  the  public  demands  a 
second  breakage  into  smaller  sizes,  which  is  very  expensive. 
Thus  Mr.  Sturges,  a  government  witness,  says : 

"  Tbe  expense  of  mining  and  preparing  coal  is  very  grreatly  added  to 
by  two  reqalrements  in  our  contract ;  the  one  compelling  tbe  breaJdng 
of  our  coal  twice.  There  is  a  terrible  loss  on  each  breakage.  The  first 
breakage  is  necessary.  *  *  *  You  cannot  take  those  immense 
chunks  of  coal  that  come  out  of  the  mine  and  sell  them  in  that  way. 
That  breakage  reduces  them  to  grate.  If  they  could  remain  of  the 
sizes  made  by  the  first  breaking,  [464]  I  think  that  coal  could  be  sold 
at  a  profit  10  per  cent  cheaper  than  it  is  to-day.  The  public  wUI  not 
take  it,  though ;  it  has  to  be  brolcen  again.  The  dust,  so  far,  is  un- 
salable, although  it  is  the  purest  of  carbon." 

Just  what  this  requirement  practically  amounts  to  in 
dollars  and  cents  Mr.  Fuller  shows : 

*•  I  could  give  you  an  approximate  idea  as  to  the  less  price  received 
for  coal  by  breaking  it  down.  •  •  ♦  One  test  we  made  was  by 
taking  200  tons  of  grate  coal,  large  coal,  and  breaking  that  down. 
The  reason  was  that  the  market  had  got  to  a  condition  where  It 
would  not  take  grate  coal.  Figuring  that  coal  on  a  basis  of  the  price 
which  was  quoted  at  that  time  on  that  size,  say  $2  a  ton,  and  break- 
ing that  coal  down,  which  gave  us  the  smaller  sizes  and  culm,  there 
was  a  lose  of  about  $71  on  the  200  tons.'* 

The  operators  who  sold  their  coal  at  the  breakers  to  the 
subsidiary  coal  companies  received,  as  we  have  paid,  for 
some  years  50  per  cent  and  then  60  per  cent  of  tide-water 
price.  This  left  the  carriers  50  per  cent  and  then  40  per 
cent  for  freight  and  selling  expense.  The  operators  claimed 
the  carrier  received  an  undue  share  for  freight,  etc.,  and 
contended  for  a  66  per  cent  rate. 

The  proofs  show  that  in  the  early  part  of  1899  from  8,000,- 
000  to  9,000,000  of  operator's  tonnage,  which  had  been  tied  up 
on  seven-year  contracts  with  the  subsidiary  companies  at  60 
per  cent,  would  expire.  With  a  view  to  availing  themselves 
of  this  fact,  a  number  of  operators  in  1898  organized  the 
New  York,  Wyoming  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  which 
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was  empowered  to  build  a  line  from  the  Susqudanna  river 
near  Pittston,  the  heart  of  the  Wyoming  region,  to  a  point 
on  the  Delaware  river  opposite  Belvidere,  N.  J.  Its  capital 
was  subscribed  for  by  independent  curators,  who  pledged 
to  it  some  500,000  tons  of  output.  Among  its  supporters  was 
the  partnership  of  Simpson  &  Watkins,  which  owned  the 
controlling  shares  of  eight  collieries  in  the  Wyoming  region 
with  a  production  of  1,300,000  tons,  of  which  500,000  tons 
were  released  by  contract  expiration.  Mr.  Sturges,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  road,  testified  that  it  was  projected,  ^^  the  same  as 
all  other  organizations  and  movements  of  the  independoit 
operators,  in  the  hopes  of  bettering  their  conditions,  securing 
lower  rates  and  a  better  market  for  coal — in  fact,  better  net 
results  for  their  business."  Apart  from  the  projected  road's 
competitive  effect  in  depriving  the  defendant  railroads  of 
the  tonnage  it  might  take  from  some  of  them,  its  retention 
of  35  per  cent  instead  of  40  per  cent,  to  cover  its  freight, 
etc.,  for  it  proposed  increasing  the  operators'  price  from 
60  to  65  per  cent  would  have  an  unsettling  effect  on  the  tariffs 
of  the  other  railroads.  Its  tendency  would  seem  to  be  to 
cause  competition  among,  as  well  as  with,  the  defendant  rail- 
roads themselves.  We  have  seen  that  the  northern  division 
was  served  by  eight  railroads,  whose  tributary  territory 
might  be  affected  by  the  entrance  of  this  ninth  railroad. 
Moreover,  at  its  eastern  end  at  the  Delaware  river,  the  new 
road  might  make  three  of  these  defendant  railroads,  namely, 
the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company, 
the  Lehigh  Valley,  and  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey, 
as  well  as  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  competitors 
for  its  freight  to  tide.  It  is  now  contended  this  new  road 
was  a  paper  project  and  would  never  have  been  built,  and 
that,  even  if  built,  its  charter  would  only  carry  [465]  it  to 
the  border  of  Pennsylvania.  But  it  is  evident  not  only  from 
what  the  defendant  railroads  actually  did  to  prevent  its 
construction,  but  from  what  they  themselves  say,  that  it  was 
a  possibly  strong  competitive  factor  to  tide-water,  the  elimi- 
nation of  which  was  necessary  to  preserve  a  non-competitive 
status  among  these  defendant  railroads,  the  lines  of  several 
of  which  might  be  used  as  a  connecting  line  to  tide  water 


UNITED  STATES  V.  BEADING  CO.  921 


it 

it 


BafBngtoii,  C.  J.,  concurring  and  dlwcnting. 

from  the  terminus  of  the  projected  road.  Mr.  Thomas,  then 
president  of  the  Erie  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  & 
Western,  and  now  president  of  the  Lehigh  Valley,  testified 
in  that  regard  as  follows : 

**A.  •  *  •  Simpeon  &  Watkins,  who  were  shippers  on  the  line 
of  the  Erie  and  Lehigh  YaUey  roads,  as  well  as  the  Ontario  &  West- 
ern  

"Q,  The  Lackawanna  also?— A.  Yes,  they  were  shippers  on  the 
Lackawann.  They  were,  as  osual,  dissatisfied  with  the  rates,  thought 
they  should  have  lower  ones.  We  declined  to  lower  the  rates;  they 
were  reasonable.  Th^  got  a  lot  of  tonnage  together,  their  own  and 
that  of  other  shippers,  and  threatened  to  buUd  another  road  to  the 
Delaware  river  opposite  Easton.    *    *    • 

"Q.  You  understood  at  that  time  that  the  Simpson  &  Watkins* 
properties  and  those  that  were  associated  with  them  were  seeking  a 
market?— A.  I  did. 

**  Q.  And  that  the  tonnage  that  was  then  tributary  to  the  Erie  BaU- 
road  might  get  away  from  It  to  some  other  raUroad? — ^A.  There  was 
every  prospect  that  it  would. 

Q.  To  either  an  existing  railroad  or  some  new  railroad? — A.  Yes. 
Q.  And  it  was  the  possibility  of  the  loss  of  that  tonnage  that  in- 
duced you  to  go  in,  as  an  officer  of  the  Erie  RaUroad,  to  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  transaction? — A.  It  wa& 

Q.  And  to  protect  the  Erie  Ck>mpany? — ^A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  As  to  the  Lehigh  Valley,  what  were  the  motives  that  caused  the 
Lehigh  Valley  to  go  into  it? — ^A.  I  do  not  know  what  their  motives 
were,  but  I  assume  they  were  the  same  as  mine.  Part  of  the  mines 
were  on  their  lines,  and  I  assume  that  they  wanted  to  retain  the  ton- 
nage they  had.  Somebody  would  have  bought  those  properties,  and  it 
was  better  to  buy  them  Jointly  and  allow  the  tonnage  to  go  to  the 
roads  that  had  formerly  carried  it,  than  otherwise." 

These  and  other  proofs  that  might  be  cited  make  it  clear 
that  the  New  York,  Wyoming  &  Western  Railroad  (Company 
threatened  competition  in  the  anthracite  interstate  trade  iu 
buying,  carrying,  and  selling  coal,  and  that  which  follows 
shows  that  such  competition  was  defeated  by  a  combination 
of  the  defendant  railroads,  which  combination  used  the 
Temple  Iron  Company,  a  Pennsylvania  corporation,  as  its 
instrument  to  preclude  competition.  This  was  done  by  the 
defendant  railroads  through  such  holding  company  buying 
the  Simpson  &  Watkins'  interests.  The  negotiations  for  such 
purchase  were  conducted  by  Mr.  Simpson  and  by  Mr.  Bacon 
of  the  firm  of  Morgan  &  Co.,  Mr.  Maxwell,  then  president  of 
the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Thomas,  then  presi- 
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dent  of  the  Erie,  and  Mr.  Twombly,  then  a  director  of  the 
Philadelphia  &  Beading  Railway  Company  and  who  was  also 
financially  interested  in  the  Simpson  &  Watkins'  interests; 
all  being  present.    Mr.  Simpson's  testimony  is: 

*'Q.  When  did  you  and  Mr.  Watkins  sell  ont  the  interest  In  the 
collieries  which  yon  controlled  to  the  Temple  Iron  Company? — ^A.  1806 
or  1899 ;  I  am  not  certain ;  nine  or  ten  years  ago. 

"  Q.  Were  you  actively  engaged,  yon  personally,  in  the  negotiatlooa 
which  led  ap  to  that  sale? — ^A.  Yes,  sir. 

"Q.  With  whom  did  yon  negotiate?— A.  Robert  Bacon,  Esq. 

**  Q. — Who  is  Robert  Bacon,  Esq.  ?— A.  A  member  of  the  firm  of  J.  P. 
Morgan  &  Go. 

"  Q.  What  did  J.  P.  Morgan  &  Co.  hare  to  do  with  the  Temple  Iron 
Company? — ^A.  Nothing  that  I  know  of. 

"Q.  What  was  Mr.  Bacon's  relationship  to  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany?— ^A.  I  was  asked  what  I  would  take  for  the  collieries,  and  we 
met  one  [466]  afternoon,  and  Mr.  Robert  Baoon  was  there.  I  did 
not  know  whom  he  represented.  The  Temple  Iron  Company  cliarter 
was  bought  afterwards,  and  we  paid  for  it. 

"  Q.  You  met  Mr.  Robert  Bacon  somewhere? — A.  Yes. 

"Q.  Where  was  this? — A.  In  Mr.  H.  McK.  Twombly*8  office. 

"  Q.  Where  was  that  office?— A.  Mills  Building  here  in  New  York 
City. 

"Q.  You  met  there  Robert  Bacon  of  the  firm  of  J.  P.  Morgan  ft 
Co.?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

"  Q.  And  he  inquired  what  you  would  take  for  your  coUleries? — A, 
Yes,  sir. 

"Q.  Did  you  tell  him?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

**  Q.  Follow  the  negotiations  along. — ^A.  I  told  him. 

"Q.  Then  what  happened? — A.  He  thought  it  was  too  high,  and  we 
discussed  it,  and  we  said  we  would  not  take  anything  less.  We  said. 
'  We  have  40,000,000  tons  of  coal  in  the  ground,  and  we  have  a  ca- 
pacity of  7,500  tons  a  day.  We  can  mine  it  for  so  much  a  ton  and 
we  will  have  so  much  money  for  it.  We  have  got  so  much  invested 
in  improvements.  If  our  figures  about  improvemoits  are  not  right, 
we  will  tu..e  off  half  a  million  dollars.*  He  said:  'Would  you  be 
willing  to  submit  to  a  technical  examination?'  We  said:  *No,  we 
will  not.  We  will  get  up  our  figures  and  show  them  to  you,  and  if 
you  do  not  like  it  you  need  not  take  it  If  we  haven't  got  that  much 
money  Invested,  we  will  take  off  half  a  million  dollars.'  On  that 
basis  we  showed  our  figures  and  they  took  it.  The  Temple  Iron  Com 
pany  we  did  not  know  anything  about. 

"  Q.  When  these  negotiations  were  going  oa  with  Mr.  Robert  Bacon. 
you  knew  nothing  about  the  Temple  Iron  Company? — ^A.  No. 

'*  Q.  It  was  with  Mr.  Robert  Bacon  of  this  firm  of  bankers  here  in 
New  York  City  that  you  had  the  negotiations,  and  it  was  to  him  you 
showed  these  figures? — A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  he  accept  the  propoaitlQB?— A.  I  don't  know  that  I  showed 
him  the  figures,  but  I  famished  the  figures  and  somebody  showed 
them  to  him.    The  deal  was  consummated. 

*'Q.  Did  Mr.  Bacon  accept  your  proposition?— -A.  Somebody  gaye 
as  the  mon^. 

"  Q.  I  want  to  know  where  you  and  Mr.  Bacon  came  to  an  agree- 
ment, if  such  a  thing  happoied? — ^A.  Really  I  never  saw  him  after- 
wards. 

"  Q.  Whom  did  you  see  after  that  in  connection  with  this  matter? — 
A^  Nobody,  except  we  went  to  the  Guaranty  Trust  Oompany  and  goc 
our  money. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  who  supplied  it? — ^A.  Na 
Q.  Did  the  Guaranty  Oompany  pay  you  in  cash?— A.  Oheek,  and  I 
very  gladly  indorsed  it.    I  am  awfully  sorry  now  I  took  it 

**  Q.  You  do  not  know  whom  Mr.  Bacon  represented?— A.  No. 

"  Q.  You  had  not  heard  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  up  to  that 
time? — ^A.  No,  sir. 

**  Q.  What  was  your  first  information  about  the  Temple  Iron  Ck)m- 
pany? — ^A.  I  understood  th^  had  a  charter  that  you  could  do  almost 
anything  under  except  commit  murder,  and  they  bought  it  for  that 
purpose. 

**  <).  Who  bought  it?— A.  This  crowd  that  was  to  buy  our  collieries. 
I  do  not  know  who  bought  it. 

"  Q.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  the  purchase  of  the 
charter? — A.  We  paid  for  It. 

**  Q.  Who  is  'we'? — ^A.  Simpson  &  Watkins  and  our  other  partners 
paid  $150,000  for  the  Temple  Iron  Company  charter. 

**  Q.  Simpson  &  Watkins  bought  the  Temple  Iron  Company  char- 
ter?— A.  I  mean  the  crowd.  I  am  not  saying  Simpson  &  Watkine 
did  It,  but  we  thought  it  was  a  good  charter,  and  we  bought  it  and 
used  it 

"  Q.  Who  was  it  that  wanted  it? — ^A.  I  do  not  know. 

"  Q.  For  whom  were  you  acting  when  you  bought  the  charter  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company? — ^A.  That  was  part  of  the  deal. 

"Q.  Understood  between  you  and  Mr.  Bacon? — A.  No,  we  thought 
we  had  a  good  charter  and  we  would  finance  the  company  and  turn  in 
the  stock,  and  we  paid  in  a  hundred  and  fifty-one  thousand  dollars 
for  the  charter  and  gave  them  four  hundred  and  odd  thousand  dollars 
working  capital  and  we  took  stock  and  bonds. 

"Q.  Who  paid  that  hundred  and  fifty-one  thousand  dollars? — ^A.  I 
suppose  U  was  paid  out  of  what  might  be  called  a  syndicate. 

"Q.  You  do  not  know  who  the  other  members  of  the  syndicate 
were? — A.  No. 

"Q.  Were  you  at  any  time  president  of  the  Temple  Iron  Cosh 
pany? — ^A.  Never. 
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"  Q.  Was  Mr.  Watkiiui>— A.  Yes^  sir. 

"Q.  WlieD?~-A.  When  it  was  formed  and  took  over  this  property. 
He  was  president  for  one  or  two  yeara 

"  Q.  What  was  the  bnslness  of  the  Temple  Iron  Oompany  prior  to 
the  time  It  was  bought  out  by  you  gentlemen?— -A.  It  owned  a  UtUe 
pig  Iron  furnace. 

"Q.  Down  In  Beading?— A.  Near  Beading. 

**  Q.  What  was  the  object  In  buying  up  that  charter?— A.  Because  It 
had  a  broad  charter. 

"  Q.  The  purpose  was  to  get  the  use  of  that  charter? — A.  Yes. 

'^  Q.  Do  you  know  what  the  capital  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany was  at  that  time? — ^A.  At  that  time? 

**  Q.  Yes,  sir.   $240,000,  do  you  remember? — ^A.  I  do  not  know. 

**Q.  You  paid  [467]  $151,000  for  It— A.  Yes. 

"  Q.  Was  the  stock  then  Increased  with  your  concurrence  and  actlv? 
assistance? — ^A.  Surely. 

**  Q.  To  what  point?— A.  I  think  $6,000,000. 

"  Q.  Did  you  take  stock  In  It  for  your  colUeries,  or  were  you  paid 
cash  for  the  collieries? — ^A.  We  took  stock  and  cash  and  bonds." 

Mr.  Baer,  president  of  the  Blading,  states  he  first  heard 
of  the  purchase  through  Mr.  Coster,  a  member  of  Morgan  A 
Co.,  and  his  account  is  this: 

"  Mr.  Coster,  who  was  on  the  executive  committee  of  the  Beading 
Company,  was  exceedingly  anxious  that  the  Reading  Company  should 
Join  In  the  purchase  of  those  properties.  The  purpose  of  It  was  to 
help  the  Erie ;  the  situation  was  a  financial  one  really.  J.  P.  Morgan 
&  Co.  had  reorganized  the  Brie  Railroad.  They  had  Just  a  year  or 
two  before  taken  hold  of  the  Lehigh  Valley.  I  had  been  their  coun- 
sel and  made  the  mortgages  for  the  Lehigh  Valley  and  fixed  up  that 
loan,  called  the  general  mortgage  or  consolidated  mortgage,  I  have 
forgotten  which.  The  Reading  had  Just  been  taken  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  receivers^  and  when  these  coUleries  were  offered  for  sale  In 
New  York  the  Erie  people  became  very  much  alarmed.  They  were 
afraid  of  losing  that  tonnage,  and,  although  It  seemed  to  be  tied  to 
them,  they  argued  that  they  might  lose  the  tonnage  and  the  Lehigh 
Valley  would  lose  the  tonnage  and  that  would  seriously  affect  those 
properties  and  the  general  financial  condition  of  the  country,  so  that 
our  stock  would  be  affected  and  all  other  stocks  would  be  affected 
for  the  time  being;  that  it  would  be  a  disturbing  factor.  I  protested 
personally  that  I  could  not  see  anything  in  the  suggestion  of  building 
that  railroad.  I  did  not  see  that  it  would  amount  to  anything.  I 
did  not  brieve  In  It  at  all.  It  did  not  go  to  the  New  Tork  waters* 
and  I  did  not  see  how  they  could  get  coal  to  New  York  Harbor  or  to 
any  other  terminals  so  that  they  could  be  a  serious  factor.  To  that 
the  answer  simply  was  that  the  mere  threat  of  doing  that  would  affect 
Brie  securities  and  affect  aU  the  rest  of  oa.    ^    ^    ^    In  the  mean- 
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time  the  New  York  parties  concluded  that  in  some  way  they  would 
take  these  collieries,  whether  we  went  in  or  not,  and  then  I  was 
called  upon  again  to  see  in  what  way,  if  they  did  take  them,  a 
holding  company  could  be  created.  The  usual  suggestion  was  made 
in  New  York  that  they  become  a  Jersey  corporation ;  but  as  a  Penn- 
sylyanian  I  had  been  adverse  to  New  Jersey  getting  Jurisdiction  over 
Pennsylvania  property,  and  I  have  always  tried  in  my  business  and 
in  my  practice  to  have  Pennsylvania  corporations  hold  Pennsyl- 
vania properties.  I  think  it  is  wiser  and  better  to  have  the  govern- 
mental Jurisdiction  where  the  property  i&  I  got  thinking  over  it 
and  Just  about  that  time  my  co-stockholders  in  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany were  very  tired  of  the  business  and  so  was  I.  It  Just  occurred 
to  me  that  that  charter  was  the  very  one  that  would  answer  this 
purpose,  and  I  sent  for  the  Messrs.  Smith  and  asked  them  whether 
they  would  sell  their  stock,  and  they  said  they  would,  at  a  figure  that 
they  named;  and  there  was  Frank  Smith  and  Broden  who  had  a  few 
shares,  a  small  interest  in  the  company,  and  they  all  agreed.  After 
finding  we  could  do  that,  I  told  the  Beading  people  that  the  advantage 
to  the  Reading  Ck)mpany  would  not  only  be  in  having  an  interest  in 
these  coal  proi)ertles,  which  were  reported  very  valuable  by  this  com- 
mittee, but  that  it  would  insure  the  continuance  of  tliat  Temple  Fur- 
nace on  the  line  of  the  Reading  road,  and  that  I  was  not  sure  that  we 
would  continue  it  long,  that  I  was  too  busy  to  be  bothering  with  run- 
ning an  anthracite  furnace.  It  was  very  important;  how  important 
it  is  you  may  understand  when  I  say  that  a  furnace  on  a  railroad 
is  about  the  best  freight  producing  plant  that  you  can  have.  That 
iron  furnace  pays  over  on  the  average  about  |30,000 — probably  higher 
than  that — a  month  freight  on  the  inward  freight  alone.  The  con- 
sumption of  coal,  of  limestone,  and  ore,  that  we  call  the  raw  materials 
that  go  into  a  furnace  for  the  smelting  of  iron,  creates  a  great  many 
tons,  and,  whilst  the  rates  are  not  very  high  on  those  raw  materials, 
the  tonnage  is  very  heavy.  We  finally  agreed  on  the  part  of  the 
Reading  Company  that  if  the  New  York  friends,  Coster,  insisted  upon 
it,  we  would  Join  them  on  one  other  condition,  namely,  that  we 
should  go  in  the  [syndicate.  I  thought  that  probably  there  might  be 
some  money  made  in  the  syndicate,  as  there  was,  of  coursa  I  mean 
that  the  [468]  bonds  were  sold  at  a  figure  that  was  tempting.  *  •  • 
Then  we  agreed  simply  to  take  the  Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries, 
and  the  question  came  up  of  guaranty.  These  people  that  were  sell- 
ing and  the  bankers  who  were  to  handle  the  bonds  wanted  what  we 
called  a  Joint  guaranty.  I  did  not  want  a  Joint  guaranty  with  some 
of  the  companies  that  I  did  not  think  were  quite  as  strong  as  we  were, 
and  the  executive  board  of  the  Reading,  Mr.  Harris,  and  Mr.  Welsh 
and  Mr.  Dickson,  sustained  me  in  that  Then  the  question  was  how 
to  fix  up  the  guaranty.  I  suggested  that  we  take  the  tonnage  of  each 
of  the  companies  that  had  gone  in  for  the  preceding  year  and  divide 
that  up  and  make  that  the  percentage  that  each  was  to  guaranty. 
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**Bj  Mr.  RBTHOLDa: 

"Q.  The  anthracite  tonnage?— A.  The  anthracite  tonnage,  and  di- 
vide it  up  and  that  fixed  the  percentages.  That  was  reported  to  the 
different  presidents,  and  I  suppose  their  boards  toolt  action;  I  do 
not  Imow.  They  are  all  separate  agreements.  That  Is  a  matttf  of 
record." 

The  transaction  was  then  carried  out  as  theretofore  ar- 
ranged as  follows:  On  January  26,  1899,  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  having  been  purchased  as 
noted,  its  stock  was  raised  to  two  and  a  half  millions  and 
its  bonds  issued  for  three  and  a  half  millions.  On  February 
27,  Simpson  &  Watkins  conveyed  to  it  the  capital  stock  of 
the  eight  collieries,  taking  in  payment  $2,260,000  of  its 
capital  stock  and  $8,500,000  of  the  bonds.  On  the  same  day 
they  transferred  to  the  Guaranty  Trust  Company,  as  trustee, 
this  $2,260,000  of  stock  and  $2,100,000  of  bonds,  and  received 
therefor  $3,238,396.66  in  cash  and  certificates  of  beneficial 
ownership  in  $1,000,000  of  the  stock;  the  trustee  purchasing 
from  Mr.  Baer  for  $151,603.34  the  r^naining  $240,000  of 
original  shares  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company.  On  the  same 
day,  as  part  of  the  plan,  the  Reading  Company,  the  Central 
Railroad  of  New  Jersey,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany, the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Com- 
pany, the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Sus- 
quehanna &  Western  Railroad  Company,  severally  con- 
tracted with  the  Guaranty  Trust  Company  and  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  to  buy  at  par  29.96  per  cent,  17.12  per  cent, 
22.88  per  cent,  19.52  per  cent,  5.84  per  cent,  and  4.68  per 
cent,  respectively,  in  all  100  per  cent,  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  and  to  guaranty  the  same 
percentages  of  its  funded  debt,  principal  and  interest 
These  percentages  as  testified  to  by  Mr.  Baer,  were  arrived 
at  on  the  basis  of  the  respective  anthracite  tonnage  of  the 
several  roads  as  quoted  above.  At  the  same  time  it  was 
covenanted  that,  if  in  any  period  of  six  months  the  earnings 
of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  should  be  insufficient  to  pro- 
vide for  its  sinking  fund,  the  interest  on  the  bonds,  and  its 
^'  stock  reserve "  charge,  the  carrier-guarantors  should  pay 
the  trust  company  up  to  12|  cents  per  ton  on  every  t<Hi 
of  coal  carried  by  them  from  the  mines  of  the  company,  and, 
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if  there  still  remained  a  deficit,  it  should  be  paid  by  the 
carrier-guarantors  in  the  proportions  noted  above.  Sub- 
sequently, on  April  12,  each  carrier  entered  into  a  supple- 
mentary contract  with  the  trust  company,  to  enable  the  lat- 
ter ^^  to  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to  enforce  the 
terms  of  guaranty  and  the  other  covenants  of  said  agreement 
of  27th  of  February,  1899,  so  as  to  work  out  equitable  results 
and  protect  and  safeguard  the  rights  and  obligations  of 
•  •  •  the  several  guarantors  in  the  event  of  the  failure 
of  •  •  •  any  one  or  more  of  the  guarantors  to  [469]  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  any  such  guaranty  and  to  keep  and 
perform  the  covenants  in  any  such  agreement." 

The  consummation  of  this  plan  effectually  defeated  the 
project  of  the  new  railroad  and  led  to  its  abandonment,  and 
it  is  to  this  the  witness  Sturges  refers  in  his  testimony: 

''A  few  monthB  afterwards,  I  cannot  give  the  exact  dates,  a  num- 
ber of  these  collieries  pledged  to  our  road,  or  rather  the  stock  In  a 
number  of  these  companies,  and  the  collieries  too,  were  sold.  I  only 
know  to  whom  by  hearsay,  except  In  one  case.  That,  of  course,  ab- 
solutely crippled  our  road." 

Does  this  combination  of  all  of  the  defendant  railroads 
for  the  avowed  purpose  and  with  the  effect  of  preventing 
the  threatened  building  of  a  competitive  road  for  the  trans- 
porting of  coal  in  interstate  commerce  fall  within  the  ban 
of  the  statute?  That  the  Temple  Iron  Company  is  a  mere 
holding  company,  the  instrument  for  effecting  the  purpose 
of  the  combination,  is  apparent  from  the  proof,  and  indeed, 
as  we  have  seen  in  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Baer,  is  conceded. 
The  ownership  of  its  stock  was  and  is  now  in  the  defendant 
railroads,  the  Temple  Iron  Company  being  a  mere  convenient, 
unitary  holding  agency  for  joint,  combining  railroad  inter- 
ests. If  this  combination,  which  the  proofs  show  was  made 
by  all  these  defendant  railroads,  is  not  within  the  prohibition 
of  the  statute,  what  legal  bar  is  there  to  these  railroads, 
through  the  agency  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  jointly 
and  in  combination,  absorbing  the  remaining  anthracite  coal 
not  now  owned  by  their  subsidiary  coal  companies?  There 
is  none.  The  gist  of  the  statute  is  combination;  combina- 
tion "in  restraint  of  trade  or  conmieroe  among  the  several 
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states."  Indeed,  there  is  a  potency  in  the  united  members 
of  a  combination  so  far  in  excess  of  the  aggregate  of  the 
separate  disunited  strength  of  its  members  that  the  law* 
apart  from  this  statute,  has  not  overlooked  it  In  Morris 
V.  Barclay^  68  Pa.  St  173,  8  Am.  Bep.  159,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Pennsylvania,  referring  to  a  combination  affecting 
a  single  region  only  of  the  bituminous  field,  which  covers 
many  thousand  miles  where  the  anthracite  covers  a  few 
hundred,  said: 

"  The  effects  produced  on  the  pablic  interests  lead  to  the  considera- 
tion of  another  feature  of  great  weight  in  determining  the  Ulegalit>' 
of  the  contract,  to  wit,  the  combination  resorted  to  by  these  five  com- 
paniea  Singly  each  might  have  suspended  deUrertes  and  sales  of 
coal  to  suit  their  own  interests,  and  might  have  raised  the  price, 
even  though  this  might  have  been  detrimental  to  the  public  interest. 
There  is  a  certain  freedom  which  must  be  allowed  every  one  in  the 
management  of  his  own  affaira  When  competition  is  left  free,  in- 
dividual error  or  folly  will  generally  find  a  correction  in  the  conduct 
of  othera  •  «  «  ijen  can  often  do  by  the  combination  of  many 
what  severally  no  one  could  accomplish  and  even  what,  when  done 
by  one  would  be  innocent.  *  *  *  There  is  a  potency  in  nnmben« 
when  combined  which  the  law  cannot  overlook,  where  injury  is  the 
consequence." 

And  it  will  be  observed  that  it  is  the  calling  of  this  com- 
bination into  existence  the  law  strikes  at,  without  awaiting 
the  exercise  of  its  powers.  "  It  is  no  answer ,''  said  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Ohio,  in  Central  Company  v.  Guthrie^  35 
Ohio  St  666,  "  to  say  that  competition  in  the  salt  trade  was 
not  in  fact  destroyed,  or  that  the  price  of  the  commodity 
was  not  unreasonably  advanced.  Courts  will  not  stop  to 
inquire  as  to  the  degree  of  injury  inflicted  on  the  public: 
[470]  it  is  enough  to  know  that  the  inevitable  tendency  of 
such  contracts  is  injurious  to  the  public."  The  purpose  and 
effect  of  the  combination  of  these  defendant  interstate  rail- 
roads and  of  the  defendant  subsidiary  coal  companies  would 
seem,  therefore,  to  bring  this  transaction  within  the  doctrine 
of  the  Northern  Securities  case^  193  U.  S.  197,  331,  24  Sup. 
Ct  436,  454  (48  L.  Ed.  679),  where  it  was  said  "that  ever>' 
combination  or  conspiracy  which  would  extinguish  compe- 
tition between  otherwise  competing  railroads  engaged  in 
interstate  trade  or  commerce  is  made  illegal  by  the  act"  for 
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the  statute  covers  all  combinations  in  restraint  of  interstate 
trade,  whether  by  way  of  transportation  or  otherwise.  It  is 
no  answer  to  this  to  say  the  Temple  Iron  Company  has  cor- 
porate power  to  hold  the  stock  of  mining  companies.  Con- 
cededly  it  has.  The  law  forbids  not  the  use,  but  the  abuse, 
of  the  corporate  powers  of  this  Pennsylvania  corporation. 
The  question  before  us  is  not  whether  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany had  corporate  power  to  own  mines  and  mining  stocks, 
but  whether  these  six  railroad  companies  have  made  the 
lawful  corporate  power  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  to  hold 
mines  and  mining  companies^  shares  an  instrument  to  en- 
able them  to  jointly  combine  ^'  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states."  If  so,  the  act  makes  the 
combination  unlawful  without  reference  to  the  particular 
means  used  to  effect  the  unlawful  end.  Indeed,  to  the  con- 
tention that  the  Temple  Iron  Company  was  simply  exercis- 
ing its  legal  corporate  powers  it  may  be  replied,  as  it  was 
in  Aikens  v.  Wisconsin,  195  U.  S.  194,  26  Sup.  Ct.  8,  49  L. 
Ed.  154,  and  reiterated  in  Swift  v.  United  States,  196  U.  S. 
396,  25  Sup.  Ct  279  (49  L.  Ed.  518) : 

**  It  Is  Buggested  that  the  several  acts  charged  are  lawfal  and  that 
intent  can  make  no  difference.  But  they  are  bound  together  as  the 
parts  of  a  single  plan.    The  plan  may  make  the  parts  nnlawfuL** 

And  of  the  office  of  this  holding  Temple  Iron  Company  it 
may  be  here  said,  as  was  of  the  combination  using  the  North- 
em  Securities  Company  in  that  case,  that  it  is  one  which 
^*  restrains  interstate  commerce  through  the  agency  of  a 
common  corporate  trustee  designated  to  act  for  both  com- 
panies in  repressing  free  competition  between  them."  So, 
also,  in  Harriman  v.  Northern  Securities  Company,  197  U.  S. 
291, 25  Sup.  Ct.  503  (49  L.  Ed.  789) ,  the  court  in  speaking  of 
the  Northern  Securities  case  and  that  company  said: 

"  Some  of  our  number  thought  that  as  the  Securities  Company 
owned  the  stock  the  relief  sought  could  not  be  granted,  but  the  oon- 
elusion  was  that  the  possession  of  the  power,  which.  If  exercised, 
would  prevent  competition,  brought  the  case  within  the  statute,  no 
matter  what  the  tenure  of  the  title  waa'* 

But  it  is  urged  that,  because  these  eight  collieries  sell 
their  product  at  the  breaker,  the  transaction  is  wholly  an 
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intrastate  act,  and  under  United  States  v.  Knight^  1S6  XT.  S. 
1, 15  Sup.  Ct  249, 39  L.  Ed.  325,  the  act  does  not  apply.  Let 
us  look  at  the  kernel  and  not  the  shell  of  this  transaction. 
The  stock  of  the  collieries  which  sell  is  owned  by  the  Temple 
Iron  Company,  and  the  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company 
is  owned  by  the  defendant  railroads.  The  latter  are  there- 
fore the  real  sellers.  And  who  are  the  real  purchasers  at 
the  breaker?  The  [471]  defendant  coal  companies  whose 
stock  is  owned  by  the  defendant  railroads.'  And  for  what 
purpose  do  these  latter  buy  this  coal  from  themselves  but  to 
transport  and  sell  the  major  part  in  interstate  commerce? 
That  the  major  part  was  interstate  commerce  the  proofe 
show.  Mr.  Simpson,  of  the  firm  of  Simpson  &  Watkina, 
says,  referring  to  such  product: 


« 


Q.  Where  did  yon  seU  it  when  you  sold  it  yonrselves?— A.  In  the 
general  market — New  York,  Oswego,  Buffalo— wherever  we  could  get 
a  market  for  it.    ♦    ♦    ♦ 

"Q.  What  was  your  prlncliMil  market  while  you  were  operating 
independently  and  selling  In  your  own  independent  way? — ^A.  New 
York  was  the  principal  market    ♦    ♦    ♦ 

**  Q.  And  with  whom  were  you  in  competition  in  the  markets  in  New 
York  City  and  in  other  parts  of  New  York  state  when  you  wa« 
selling  coals  on  your  own  account? — ^A.  Everybody  that  was  in  the 
business. 

"Q.  Your  principal  competitors  then  were  either  the  anthracite 
coal  carrying  roads,  operating  in  their  own  name,  or  operating  through 
coal  companies  which  they  controlled?— A.  The  Delaware,  Lacka- 
wanna &  Western  Railroad  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  and  the  Ontario  &  Western  Railroad  Company  through 
Dickson  &  Eddy,  their  sales  agent" 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  testimony  of  E.  B.  Thomas,  presi- 
dent of  one  of  the  carrier  roads : 

"Q.  Where  was  the  coal  from  the  Simpson  &  Watkins'  colllerlee 
moving  at  that  time? — ^A.  Moved  over  all  of  those  roada 

**Q.  Where?  To  what  point?— A.  All  over,  wherever  they  could 
find  a  market  for  it 

*'  Q.  Was  it  coming  to  tide  water — K.  Some  of  it  came  to  tide  water. 
Some  of  it  went  west  to  different  pointa" 

And  that  railroad  carriers  are  "  instruments  of  commerce 
and  their  business  is  commerce  itself  was  held  in  Unitsd 
States  V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass^n,  166  U.  S.  290,  17 
Sup.  Ct  540,  41  L.  Ed.  1007.    So  while  in  isolation  this  is  a 
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sale  of  the  coal  at  the  breaker  by  one  corporation  to  another 
corporation — ^a  local  transaction — ^yet  in  c<xnbination  it  is 
but  one  of  the  elements  in  a  chain  whereby  the  six  defendant 
railroads  handle  their  joint  produce  in  interstate  trade — ^a 
product  which  might  otherwise  have  gone  to  this  projected 
road.  The  several  acts  which  contribute  to  the  final  result 
must  be  judged  not  in  isolation,  but  in  combination.  For, 
while  it  is  said  in  the  Addyston  Pipe  case^  175  U.  S.  211,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  96,  44  L.  Ed.  136,  that,  ^^  where  the  contract  affects 
interstate  commerce  only  incidentally  and  not  directly,  the 
fact  that  it  is  not  designed  or  intended  to  affect  such  com- 
merce is  simply  an  additional  reason  for  holding  the  contract 
valid  and  not  touched  by  the  act  of  Congress,"  it  was  also 
held  that  ^'  any  agreement  or  combination  which  directly 
operates,  not  alone  upon  the  manufacture,  but  upon  the  sale^ 
transportation,  and  delivery  of  an  article  of  interstate  com- 
merce, by  preventing  or  restricting  its  sale,  etc,  thereby  regu- 
lates interstate  commerce  to  that  extent  and  to  the  same  ex- 
tent trenches  upon  the  power  of  the  national  Legislature  and 
violates  its  statute." 

It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  while  in  corporate  forms 
there  are  sales,  corporate  holdings,  etc,  which  in  isolation 
may  be  intrastate,  the  fact  is  equally  dear  that  when  com- 
bined the  transaction  as  a  whole  falls  within  the  domain  of 
interstate  commerce.  For,  as  was  said  in  Loewe  v.  Lawlcr^ 
208  U.  S.  301,  28  Sup.  Ct  801  (52  L.  Ed.  488)  : 

[472]  "Although  some  of  the  means  wherebj  the  Interstate  traffic 
was  to  be  destroyed  were  acts  within  a  state  and  some  of  them  were 
In  themselres  as  a  part  of  their  obvious  purpose  and  effect  beyond 
the  scope  of  federal  authority,  still,  as  we  have  seen,  the  acts  must  be 
considered  as  a  whole,  and  the  plan  is  open  to  condenmation,  notwitli- 
standing  a  negligible  amount  of  intrastate  business  might  be  affected 
In  carrying  it  out.** 

Singly  and  uncombined  these  six  defendant  railroads  may 
continue  their  lawful  operations  with  that  natural,  untram- 
meled  competition  incident  to  individual  rivalry;  for,  as  we 
have  seen  above,  "when  competition  is  left  free,  individual 
error  or  folly  will  generally  find  a  correction  in  the  conduct 
of  others."  But  it  is  when  and  because  they  unite — for  the 
words  "contract,"  "combination,"   "conspiracy,'*   imply  a 
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coupling  with  others — and  when  that  coupling  is  ^  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,'*  that 
the  federal  statute  becomes  applicable 

It  appears  then  by  the  proo&: 

First.  That  the  construction  into  the  anthradte  region  of 
an  additional  competitive  carrier  of  interstate  c<»nmerce,  the 
New  York,  Wyoming  &  Western  Railroad,  was  threatened 
and  feared. 

Second.  That  the  product  of  Simpson  &  Watkins'  eight 
collieries  entered  largely  into  interstate  commerce,  and  the 
diversion  of  this  product  and  other  interstate  commerce  was 
promised  to  and  threatened  to  be  divided  by  such  new  road. 

Third.  That  the  six  defendant  railroads  combined  to  pre- 
vent the  building  of  the  competitive  road,  and  the  possible 
diversion  of  interstate  commerce  by  the  reorganization  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company  and  the  joint  ownership  of  its  stock, 
by  purchasing  through  such  company  the  stock  of  the  Simp- 
son &  Watkins  collieries,  detaching  such  collieries  from  the 
support  of  the  proposed  road,  thereby  causing  its  abandon- 
ment and  later  removing  the  interstate  product  of  such  col- 
lieries for  all  time  from  the  field  of  interstate  freight  com- 
petition, as  they  did  in  some  cases  when  the  perpetual  65  per 
cent  contracts  were  later  agreed  upon. 

To  us  it  is  therefore  clear  that  the  combination  of  these  six 
defendant  railroads  in  the  Temple  Iron  Company  was  a  com- 
bination ''  in  restraint  of  trade  or  conmierce  among  the  sev- 
eral states,"  and  falls  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute. 

We  are  next  brought  to  consider  whether  certain  contracts, 
known  as  the  65  per  cent  contracts,  entered  into  between  these 
railroads,  through  their  subsidiary  coal  companies,  with 
mine-owners  who  are  parties  to  this  bill,  were  also  "  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states."  This 
part  of  the  case  is  covered  by  the  second  ground  of  relief,  set 
forth  in  the  government's  brief  which  is  as  follows : 

'*  Tbat  tbe  65  per  cent  contracts,  bo  called,  made  by  the  defendants, 
tbe  Philadelphia  &  Beading  Coal  &  Iron  Ck>mpan7,  the  Lehigh  k 
Wilkes-Barre  Coal  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company,  the 
Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  and  Hillside 
Coal  &  Iron  Company,  with  the  Tarious  producers  who  are  before  the 
eonrt,  for  the  control  of  their  output,  are  in  violation  of  the  said  act. 


UNITED  STATES  V.   READING  CO.  933 

Bafflngton,  C.  J.,  concurring  and  dissenting. 

and  that  all  parties  thereto,  respectiyely,  are  enjoined  from  further 
carrying  them  oat" 

[473] — ^being  charged  in  clause  ^^a"  of  paragraph  7  of  the 
bill,  and  relief  for  which  is  asked  in  the  petition's  second 
prayer  for  relief. 

The  proofs  before  us  show,  and  the  Supreme  Court  in  In- 
terstate Gorrvmerce  Corn,  v.  Baird^  194  U.  S.  42,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
663,  48  L.  Ed.  860,  held,  that  these  contracts  involved  inter- 
state commerce.  The  length  of  this  opinion  will  not  permit 
reference  to  the  testimony,  but  it  shows  that  the  terms  of 
these  contracts  were  agreed  upon  by  the  joint  action  of  the 
six  defendant  railroads,  their  subsidiary  coal  companies 
and  mine-owners,  and  that  all  of  said  persons  and  companies 
were  concerned  in  and  were  thereby  affecting  interstate  com- 
merce. The  form  of  contracts  being  thus  agreed  upon,  they 
w.ere  thereafter  entered  into  by  individual  mine-owners  and 
the  subsidiary  coal  companies  of  the  six  defendant  railroads 
on  whose  lines  the  mines  were  located.  Under  each  of  these 
contracts  the  entire  product  of  a  particular  mine  was  sold 
until  exhaustion  to  one  of  the  subsidiary  coal  companies 
at  the  breaker,  and  shipments  therefrom  were  only  to  be 
made  as  that  company  required.  Not  only  had  the  owner 
no  power  to  mine  except  as  the  buyer  required,  but  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  fixing  the  price  which  was  determined 
by  the  general  tidewater  rate.  Save  in  operation  the  mine 
was  practically  owned  by  the  subsidiary  coal  company,  the 
only  guaranty  of  production  the  operator  had  was  that  the 
coal  company  agreed  "it  will  not  discriminate  in  favor  of 
its  own  mines,  or  that  of  any  persons,  firms  or  companies 
with  which  it  had  contracts  to  buy  coal,  but  that  the  quantity 
to  be  ordered  monthly  shall  be  a  just  proportion  of  the  en- 
tire quantity  of  coal  agreed  to  be  purchased  by  the  buyer, 
measured  by  the  colliery  capacity  of  the  respedive  sellers." 
It  further  appears  that  where  similar  contracts  had  been 
limited  to  seven  years,  as  they  usually  had  been  up  to  that 
time,  they  had  not  precluded  competition.  Indeed,  the  ex- 
piration of  such  seven-year  contracts  had  made  possible  the 
projection  of  two  carrier  roads,  and  the  testimony  shows 
that  the  perpetuity  clause  was  insisted  on  and  inserted  in 
the  contracts  thereafter  by  the  combined  acticHi  of  the  de- 


934  183  7SDBRAL  KBPO&TEB,  474. 

BofBngton,  C.  J.,  concurring  and  dissenting. 

fendant  railroads  and  their  coal  companies  in  order  to  with- 
draw from  competition  for  all  time  the  freights  of  these 
producers.  The  result  of  the  combination  was  the  operators 
got  a  raise  to  65  per  cent,  and  the  defendant  railroads  elimi- 
nated competition.  It  would  therefore  seem  clear  that  the 
product  of  these  mines,  which  had  before  entered  into  com- 
petitive interstate  commerce,  was  withdrawn  therefrom,  and, 
such  being  the  case,  it  follows  that  the  instrument  by  which 
this  was  done,  to  wit,  the  contracts  entered  into  in  pursu- 
ance of  joint  action,  was  a  combination,  ^'in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states."  It  is  con- 
tended, however,  the  right  of  contract  is  a  personal,  absolute 
one,  and  if  a  mine-owner  and  a  carrier  agree  thereto  the  law 
cannot  interfere.  But  the  answer  to  this  is,  we  are  here 
dealing  with  a  combination,  a  combination  of  interstate 
carriers  and  owners  of  a  product  entering  into  interstate 
commerce,  and,  when  such  is  the  case,  even  the  right  to  con- 
tract and  combine  must  give  way  to  a  statute  which  declares 
that  such  contracts  and  combinations  where  "  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  "  are  illegal. 
It  is  but  just  to  say  that  taking  into  consideration  all  the 
[474]  factors  involved  in  ownership,  mining,  transporting, 
and  sale  of  coal,  these  contracts  may  on  the  whole  be  as 
fair,  reasonable,  and  satisfactory  a  solution  of  the  intricate 
economic  questions  involved  as  can  be  worked  out.  To 
quote  from  the  testimony  of  an  operator  of  long  experience 
and  broad-minded  view : 

"Q.  Why  did  you  think  the  railroads  ought  to  pnrchy.se  the  Indi- 
vidual operators*  coal? — A.  I  thought  that  was  the  best  way  to  handle 
the  business.  Understand  that  anthracite  coal  is  a  domestic  fuel  and 
it  is  used  in  the  winter  time,  and  to  get  the  dealer  and  the  consumer 
to  buy  it  through  the  summer  time  you  have  to  give  them  some  in- 
ducement. I  talked  to  the  railroad  people  a  good  many  yeara  I 
said :  '  The  thing  you  ought  to  do  is  to  buy  the  individual  operators' 
coal  at  the  mines  on  some  agreed  system,  or  price,  or  something  of 
that  kind,  because  we  cannot  induce  the  consumer  to  take  our  coal  in 
the  summer  time  and  give  the  men  full  work  through  the  summer 
time.  We  cannot  get  the  dealers  to  stock  up  and  we  cannot  afford  to 
have  yards  and  agencies  all  over,  as  you  can.' " 

But  conceding  the  fairness,  as  we  have  said,  of  these  con- 
tracts, the  fact  still  remains  they  are  at  variance  with  the 
adjudged  intent  of  the  statute  to  maintain  in  interstate  tmde 
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an  untrammeled  flow  of  ccmimerce  in  obedience  to  free  and 
unrestrained  competition.  That  these  contracts  do  restrain 
commerce  is  clear  from  their  terms  and  effect,  and  if  they  do 
not  fall  within  the  ban  of  a  statute  '^  aimed,"  as  was  said  in 
Chesapeake  <b  Ohio  Fud  Co.  v.  Vrdted  States^  supra,  to 
^^  maintain  interstate  commerce  on  the  basis  of  free  competi- 
tion," then  that  statute  is  made  of  no  avail  by  contracts 
which  shut  out  competition  for  all  time,  and  which,  if  in- 
creased in  number,  may  without  absolute  purchase  and  own- 
ership end  in  the  defendant  railroads'  acquisition  of  the  re- 
maining coal  area.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  these  con- 
tracts, as  they  now  stand,  are  illegal. 

Seeing,  then,  that  these  six  defendant  railroads  did  unlaw- 
fully combine  together,  through  the  Temple  Iron  Company, 
and  that  thereafter  in  further  combination  they  brought 
about  these  illegal  perpetual  contracts,  the  duty  of  the  court 
seems  clear  to  forbid  them  further  maintaining  their  unlaw- 
ful combination  in  the  Temple  Iron  Company  and  from  con- 
tinuing these  unlawful  contracts;  for,  if  the  Temple  combi- 
nation was  illegitimate  in  birth,  when  did  the  taint  of  ille- 
gitimacy leave  it?  The  Anti-Trust  Act,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
is  directed  not  only  at  the  illegal  acts  an  illegal  combination 
does,  but  also  at  the  existence  and  continuance  of  such  illegal 
c<Hnbination.  Moreover,  in  this  case  it  is  not  only  because 
the  ccmibination  in  the  Temple  Iron  Company  was  originally 
illegal,  but  because  it  can  be  used  in  the  future  as  it  has  been 
in  the  past,  and  because  its  existence  to-day  tends  to  forbid, 
prevent,  and  restrain  competition,  that  this  court  should 
decree  such  illegal  combination  should  end.  And  this  case 
exemplifies  the  need  of  such  a  decree.  Following  the  ab- 
sorption of  the  stock  of  the  Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries  by 
the  Temple  Iron  Company,  the  product  of  some  of  those  col- 
lieries was,  when  the  65  per  cent  contracts  were  afterwards 
determined  on,  bound  in  perpetuity  to  certain  of  these 
carriers  through  such  contracts.  By  such  perpetual  con- 
tracts in  their  joint  holdings  and  by  the  perpetual  con- 
tracts these  defendant  railroads  through  their  subsidiary 
coal  companies  severally  made  with  other  collieries  these 
ccxnbiners  withdrew,  and  still  continue  to  with[476]draw, 
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such  product,  for  all  time,  from  competition,  either  in  inter- 
state transportation  or  sale.  To  my  mind  there  is  no  more 
subtie  and  effective  agency  for  the  gradual,  unnoted  absorp- 
tion by  interstate  carriers  of  the  remaining  interstate  prod- 
uct than  these  perpetual  contracts.  Holding  then  that  they 
are  in  the  words  of  the  statute  ^'contracts  *  *  *  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  states,"  I  record 
my  dissent  to  the  action  ef  the  court  in  refusing  to  enjoin 
them. 

Lanking,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  government  charges  in  its  petition  that  the  defendants 
have  entered  into  a  series  of  combinations  or  conspiracies  in 
violation  of  sections  1  and  2  of  ^An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,''  ap- 
proved July  2, 1890,  hereinafter  called  the  "  Anti-Trust  Act," 
The  allegations  are  that  these  combinations  or  conspiracies 
restrain  interstate  commerce  and  monopolize  a  part  of  such 
commerce  in  the  sale  and  transportation  of  anthracite  coal 
mined  in  the  Wyoming  region  of  Pennsylvania.  The  peti- 
tion contains,  in  addition  to  the  usual  general  prayer  for 
relief,  five  specific  prayers  for  the  destruction  of  five  of  the 
combinations  described.  These  combinations  are:  (1)  The 
one  by  which,  in  1898,  the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  through 
an  increase  of  its  capital  stock,  acquired  the  capital  stock  of 
the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company; 
(2)  the  one  by  which  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  in  1899, 
through  an  increase  of  its  capital  stock  and  an  issue  of  b<Hids 
acquired  the  capital  stocks,  assets,  and  properties  of  what 
were  known  as  the  Simpson  &  Watkins  Coal  Companies,  and 
by  which  the  Reading  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad 
Company,  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the 
Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  & 
Western  Railroad  Company  simultaneously  entered  into 
contracts  for  the  acquisition  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company;  (8)  the  one  by  which,  in  1901,  the 
Beading  Ccmipany,  through  an  increase  of  its  capital  stock 
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and  bonded  indebtedness,  acquired  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey;  (4)  the  one  by 
which,  in  1900  and  subsequent  years,  the  defendant  carriers 
and  their  subsidiary  coal  c(»npanies  agreed,  in  a  series  of 
contracts  known  in  the  record  as  the  65  per  cent  contracts, 
to  purchase  from  certain  other  coal  companies  all  the  an- 
thracite coal  thereafter  produced  by  the  collieries  of  the 
latter  companies;  and  (5)  a  combination  or  conspiracy, 
alleged  to  have  been  formed  in  1895  by  the  defendant  car- 
riers and  their  subsidiary  coal  companies  for  the  control  of 
interstate  commerce  in  anthracite  coal,  and  in  the  development 
of  which  it  is  further  aUeged  the  four  preceding  combina- 
tions and  one  other  (the  one  by  which,  in  1899,  the  Erie  Kail- 
road  Company  acquired  the  capital  stocks  of  the  Pennsfyl- 
vania  Coal  Company  and  the  Delaware  Valley  &  Kingston 
Railroad  Company)  were  used  as  "  steps." 

Two  preliminary  matters  should  be  first  disposed  of;  one 
a  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  on  the  ground  of  multi- 
fariousness, and  the  other  a  motion  to  strike  out  certain 
parts  of  the  proofs  offered  by  the  United  States  and  objected 
to  by  the  defendants. 

[476]  Twenty  of  the  defendants  have  raised,  either  by  way 
of  objections  embodied  in  their  answers  or  by  simple  motions 
to  dismiss,  the  defense  of  multifariousness.  This  defense 
was  not  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court  until  after  the 
United  States  had  concluded  its  testimony  in  chief.  The 
court  then  postponed  its  consideration  until  the  final  hear- 
ing. It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  defendants  who  insist 
upon  this  defense  stand  in  no  better  position  now  than  they 
did  when  they  first  brought  the  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  court.  It  is  the  general  rule  of  practice  in  courts  of 
equity  that  a  defendant  loses  his  right  to  insist  upon  an  ob- 
jection that  a  petition  or  bill  is  multifarious  unless  he  raises 
that  defeiise  by  demurrer  or  plea  or  answer  filed  specially 
for  that  purpose.  He  cannot,  by  answering  generally  and 
omitting  to  plead  or  demur,  require  a  complainant  to  take 
his  testimony  and  then,  after  the  expense  of  taking  such 
testimony  has  been  incurred,  insist,  as  a  matter  of  right, 
ui>on  multifariousness  as  a  defense.    Such  a  defense  is  not 
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to  the  merits  of  the  case  but  to  the  form  of  the  snit.  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  as  a  rule  if  it  is  possible  for  the 
court,  where  the  defense  of  multifariousness  is  not  regularly 
presented  in  one  of  the  ways  above  stated,  to  make  a  decree 
which  shall  properly  dispose  of  the  issues  involved,  the  peti- 
tion or  bill  will  not  be  dismissed.  Veghte  v.  Baritan  Water 
Power  Company  J  19  N.  J.  £q.  142;  Annin  v.  Atynin^  24 
N.  J.  Eq.  184;  Bunnell  et  oZ.  v.  Stoddard  et  al.j  Fed.  Ca& 
No.  2,186;  OUver  v.  Piatt,  3  How.  338,  411,  11  L.  Ed.  622; 
Nelson  v.  HUl,  6  How.  127,  181,  12  L.  Ed.  81;  Hefner  v. 
Northwestern  Life  Insurance  Compaw^y  123  U.  S.  747,  751, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  337,  81  L.  Ed.  309 ;  Graves  v.  AsKbttmy  215  U.  & 
331,  30  Sup.  Ct  108,  54  L.  Ed.  217.  Assuming  that  the 
petition  is  multifarious  and  that  the  defense  might  have 
been  sustained  on  a  simple  demurrer,  there  is  no  difficulty, 
except  that  of  examining  the  evidence  as  to  the  several  issues 
involved,  in  disposing  of  the  case  and  entering  a  decree  con- 
sistent, as  we  think,  with  its  equities. 

The  motion  to  strike  out  proofs  relates  to  certain  exhibits 
and  testimony.  It  is  not  necessary  to  pass  ui>on  this  motion 
for  the  reason  that,  whether  the  proofs  be  in  or  out,  the  con- 
clusions expressed  in  this  opinion,  at  least,  will  remain  the 
same. 

Before  entering  upon  a  consideration  of  the  nature  and 
effect  of  the  combinations  here  complained  of,  it  may  be  weU, 
also,  to  recall  some  of  the  expressions  of  the  Supreme  Ck>urt 
as  to  the  kind  of  combinations  that  are  condemned  by  the 
Anti-Trust  Act. 

**  The  contract  condemned  by  the  statute  is  one  whose  direct  and 
Immediate  effect  is  a  restraint  upon  that  kind  of  trade  or  commerce 
which  is  interstate."  Hopkkis  v.  UnUed  Biates,  171  U.  S.  578,  602, 
19  Snp.  Ct  40,  45.  48  L.  Ed.  290. 

**  Where  the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement  does  not  directly  relate 
to  and  act  npon  and  embrace  Interstate  commerce,  and.whei«  the 
midlspnted  facts  clearly  show  that  the  purpose  of  tlie  agreement  was 
not  to  regulate,  obstract,  or  restrain  that  commerce,  but  that  it  was 
entered  into  with  the  object  of  properly  and  fairly  regnlating  tlie 
transaction  of  the  business  in  which  the  parties  to  the  agreement 
were  engaged,  such  agreement  will  be  upheld  as  not  within  the  statote, 
where  it  can  be  seen  that  the  character  and  terms  of  the  agreement 
are  w^  calculated  to  attain  the  purpose  for  wbidi  it  was  formedt 
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and  where  the  effect  of  its  formation  and  enforcement  upcm  interstate 
trade  or  commerce  is  in  any  event  but  indirect  and  incidental,  and 
not  its  purpose  [477]  or  object."  Anderson  v.  United  States,  171 
U.  S.  604,  615,  19  Sup.  Ct.  50,  54,  43  L.  Ed.  300. 

*'An  agreement  entered  Into  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  legiti- 
mate business  of  an  individual  or  corporaticm,  with  no  purpose  to 
thereby  alfect  or  restrain  interstate  commerce,  and  which  does  not 
directly  restrain  such  commerce,  is  not,  as  we  think,  covered  by  the 
act,  although  the  agreement  may  indirectly  and  remotely  affect  that 
commerce."  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association,  171  U.  S.  505, 
568,  19  Sup.  Ct  25,  31,  43  L.  Bd.  259. 

"  The  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  was  to  prevent  the  stifling 
and  the  substantial  restriction  of  competition  in  interstate  and  Inter- 
national commerce.  The  test  under  that  act  of  the  legality  of  a  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  is  its  direct  and  necessary  effect  upon  such 
competition.  If  its  necessary  effect  is  but  incidentally  or  indirectly 
to  restrict  competition,  while  its  chief  result  is  to  foster  the  trade 
and  increase  the  business  of  those  who  malce  and  operate  it,  it  is 
not  violation  of  this  law."  United  States  v.  Standard  OU  Company, 
173  Fed.  177,  188. 

"If  the  necessary,  direct,  and  immediate  effect  of  the  contract  be 
to  violate  an  act  of  Congress,  and  also  to  restrain  and  regulate  inter- 
state commerce,  it  is  manifestly  immaterial  whether  the  design  to  so 
regulate  was  or  was  not  in  existence  when  the  contract  was  entered 
into.  In  such  case  the  design  does  not  constitute  the  material  thing. 
The  fact  of  a  direct  and  substantial  regulation  is  the  important  part 
of  the  contract,  and,  that  regulation  existing,  it  is  unimportant  that 
it  was  not  designed."  Addyston  Pipe  d  Steel  Company  v.  United 
States,  175  U.  S.  211,  234,  20  Sup.  Ct.  96,  105,  44  L.  Bd.  136. 

1.  Coming  to  the  merits,  the  first  question  to  be  consid- 
ered is:  Was  the  acquisition,  in  1898,  by  the  Erie  Railroad 
Company  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  New  York,  Susque- 
hanna &  Western  Bailroad  Company  effected  by  a  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of 
the  Anti-Trust  Act,  or  promotive  of  a  monopoly  of  any  part 
of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  that  act  ? 

On  March  11,  1898,  the  Erie  Railroad  Company  obtained 
from  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad  Com- 
pany a  lease  of  the  latter  company's  railroads,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 24, 1898,  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  March  1,  1898. 
The  lease  set  forth,  amongst  other  things,  the  purpose  of  the 
Erie  to  increase  its  capital  stock  by  adding  thereto  $13,000,- 
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000  of  first  preferred  and  $18,000,000  of  commoB  stock  and 
exchanging  it,  at  the  rates  therein  mentioned,  for  stock  of 
the  Susquehanna.  On  April  2, 1898,  the  Legidature  of  New 
Jersey  consented  to  this  lease.  Between  March  18  and  June 
80,  1898,  the  Erie  Railroad  Company  acquired  substantially 
all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  A 
Western  Railroad  Company  by  exchanging  its  $26,000,000 
of  stock  for  the  stock  of  the  Susquehanna. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  petition  that  the  Erie  and  the  Susque- 
hanna operate  substantially  parallel,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
a  restraining  agreement  or  combination,  competitive  lines 
of  railroad  between  the  anthracite  coal  regions  in  Pennsyl- 
vania and  tide- water  points  at  New  York  Harbor,  and  that 
the  Erie,  by  issuing  its  additional  stock  to  the  amount  of 
$26,000,000  and  exchanging  it  for  the  stock  of  the  Susque- 
hanna, brought  the  two  formerly  competitive  railroad  com- 
panies and  their  subsidiary  coal  companies  under  a  common 
head  and  source  of  control  and  thereby,  in  violation  of  the 
Anti-Trust  Act,  removed  all  inducements  for  competition 
between  them  and  established  a  monopoly  in  interstate  trans- 
portation and  sale  of  anthracite  coal.  The  answer  [478]  of 
the  Erie  denies  that  the  two  companies  were  ever  in  a  true 
sense  competitors,  or  that  it  has  in  any  wise  violated  the 
Anti-Trust  Act,  and  avers  that  the  Erie  is  one  of  the  great- 
est carriers  of  western  produce,  that  the  Susquehanna  has 
no  such  traffic,  that  both  of  the  companies  are  carriers  of 
anthracite  coal  to  New  York  but  from  different  sources  of 
supply,  that  the  Erie  has  a  great  freight  and  passenger  busi- 
ness, that  its  terminal  facilities  at  New  York  Harbor  are 
inadequate,  that  the  Susquehanna  has  larger  tunnel  and 
yard  facilities  at  New  York  Harbor  than  it  needs,  and  that 
the  acquisition  of  the  Susquehanna  by  the  Erie  enabled  the 
Erie  to  use  the  tunnel  and  yard  facilities  of  the  Susque- 
hanna. The  answer  of  the  Susquehanna  also  denies  that 
the  two  companies  are  competitors  for  the  transportation  of 
coal,  or  that  any  competition  between  the  two  companies 
has  been  prevented  or  interfered  with,  or  that  the  price  of 
coal  has  by  any  of  its  agreements  been  in  any  manner  con- 
troll  ed,  and  avers  that  the  purchase  of  the  stock  of  the  Sua- 
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qnehanna  by  the  Erie  was  made  within  the  state  of  New 
York,  that  it  was  not  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  exchange 
of  stocks,  the  lines  of  the  Erie  were  many  miles  distant  from 
any  territory  in  the  coal  regions  served  by  the  Susquehanna 
(though  it  is  admitted  that,  since  the  purchase,  by  traffic 
arrangements  with  the  Erie  and  Wyoming  Valley  Bailroad 
Company,  the  Erie  has  reached  some  mines  in  the  territory 
previously  reached  by  the  lines  of  the  Susquehanna),  and 
avers,  further,  that  the  two  companies  have  continued  to 
connect  with  and  carry  coal  from  different  mines,  except 
that  the  Susquehanna  had  received  traffic  previously  car- 
ried over  the  lines  of  the  Erie  because  of  the  greater  con- 
venience in  delivering  to  purchasers. 

In  1872  or  1873  the  New  Jersey  Midland  Railroad  had 
been  built  from  Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  to  Middletown,  N.  Y.,  a 
distance  of  88  miles,  and  previous  to  1883  it  had  passed  under 
the  management  of  the  Susquehanna.  The  Erie  was  also 
then  operating  a  road  between  the  same  points;  both  roads 
passing  through  Paterson  and  Passaic,  in  the  state  of  New 
Jersey.  Some  time  previous  to  1883  the  Susquehanna  had 
extended  its  road  to  Gravel  Place,  three  miles  northwest  of 
Stroudsburg,  Pa.  It  then  began  to  transport  coal  delivered 
to  it  at  Gravel  Place  by  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  West- 
em  Railroad  Company  to  West  End,  near  New  York  Harbor, 
whence,  in  the  absence  at  that  time  of  a  terminal  of  its  own, 
it  sent  such  coal  over  the  lines  of  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna 
&  Western  to  the  latter's  terminal  at  Hoboken,  N.  J.  After 
the  Susquehanna  had  acquired  a  terminal  of  its  own  at  Edge- 
water,  on  New  York  Harbor,  and  extended  its  line  through 
its  ownership  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  subsidiary  company 
to  Wilkes-Barre,  Pa.,  both  of  which  it  did  in  1893,  its  coal 
carrying  business  rapidly  increased.  The  subsequent  exten- 
sion of  its  lines  to  Minooka  in  1897,  and  its  connection  with 
the  Delaware  &  Hudson  Railroad,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Rail- 
road, and  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey,  in  the  Wyo- 
ming coal  region,  enabled  it  to  declare  in  its  annual  report  of 
June  80,  1897,  that  the  completion  of  the  road  to  Minooka 
placed  the  Susquehanna  ^^  in  an  independent  position  in  re- 
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spect  to  the  transportation  of  coal."  It  was  theai  in  a  posi- 
tion to  [479]  transport  to  its  terminal  at  Edge  water  coal 
from  the  mines  tributary  to  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  Rail- 
road m  the  valley  between  Wilkes-Barre  and  Carbondale, 
from  the  mines  tributary  to  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  in 
the  same  valley,  and  from  the  mines  tributary  to  the  New  Jer- 
sey Central  Railroad,  as  well  as  from  the  mines  tributary 
to  its  own  line.  Though  the  Erie  and  the  Susquehanna  were 
free  to  extend  their  lines  and  thereby  increase  their  business 
as  common  carriers  of  anthracite  coal,  it  is  clear  that  the  more 
the  business  was  thus  increased  the  greater  were  the  oppor- 
tunities for  competition  between  them.  Each  of  them  did, 
in  fact,  transport  to  New  York  Harbor  coal  from  the  col- 
lieries of  the  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  and  the  Hillside 
Coal  &  Iron  Company.  After  the  Susquehanna  had  put 
itself  ''  in  an  independent  position  with  respect  to  the  trans- 
portation of  coal,"  it  and  the  Erie  controlled  lines  which, 
without  doubt,  enabled  them  to  compete  in  the  procurement 
and  the  transportation  of  coal. 

With  such  conditions  existing  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of 
the  acquisition  of  the  Susquehanna  by  the  Erie,  it  is  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  the  United  States  that  the  principles 
applied  in  Northern  Securities  Company  v.  United  States^ 
193  U.  S.  197,  326,  24  Sup.  Ct.  436,  48  L.  Ed.  679,  are  ap- 
plicable. There  it  was  held  that  the  principal,  if  not  the 
sole,  object  of  the  combination  was  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
pose of  destroying  competition  between  the  constituent  com- 
panies and  thereby  to  put  a  restraint  upon  interstate  com- 
merce. Here,  however,  it  is  argued,  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ants, that  the  proofs  fail  to  show  any  purpose  of  destroying 
competition  or  of  promoting  a  monopoly  in  interstate  com- 
merce. The  principal  object  of  the  c<Mnbination,  the  defend- 
ants say,  was  to  promote  public  convenience  and  interests, 
and  that,  conceding  that  the  combination  does  eliminate  the 
competition  that  previously  existed  between  the  two  rail- 
roads, it  is  but  an  incidental  restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 

The  tabulated  statements  in  evidence  do  not  show  the  gross 
earnings  of  the  Erie  and  the  Susquehanna  systems  for  1897 
or  1898.    They  do  show,  however,  that  the  gross  earnings 
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of  the  Erie  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1900,  were 
something  over  $38,000,000,  and  that  the  gross  earnings  of 
the  Susquehanna  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1897, 
were  but  a  little  over  $2,000,000.  In  1898  the  two  roads 
reached  Paterson,  N.  J.,  and  Middletown,  N.  Y. ;  but  the 
competition  between  them  at  those  places  was  certainly  very 
inconsiderable.  More  than  one-half  of  the  gross  earnings 
of  the  Susquehanna  was  from  freight  on  coal  alone;  the  re- 
maining part  being  from  freight  on  merchandise,  and  from 
passengers,  mail,  express,  and  miscellaneous  sources.  What- 
ever of  competition  between  the  two  roads  there  was,  it  was 
almost  exclusively  in  the  coal  carrying  business  from  the 
Wyoming  region.  The  Susquehanna  has  no  through  freight 
business  except  as  a  coal  carrier.  It  appears,  too,  that  in 
1898  the  Susquehanna  had  larger  terminal  facilities  at  Edge- 
water,  N.  J.,  than  it  required  at  that  point,  that  the  terminal 
at  Weehawken,  about  five  miles  south  of  Edgewater,  was  not 
an  adequate  one  at  that  point  for  Erie^s  great  and  growing 
business,  that  the  terminal  facilities  of  the  Susquehanna's 
freight  business,  exclusive  of  coal,  in  Jersey  City  and 
[480  J  New  York,  were  restricted  to  small  quarters  in  the 
terminals  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  that  the 
acquisition  of  the  Susquehanna  by  the  Erie  enabled  the  Sus- 
quehanna to  take  its  general  freight  business  from  the  Penn- 
sylvania's terminals  to  those  of  the  Erie  in  New  York,  and 
that  by  the  acquisition  the  convenience  of  both  the  Erie  and 
the  Susquehanna  was  promoted  and  the  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic subserved.  The  total  amount  of  anthracite  coal  trans- 
ported to  New  York  Harbor  over  the  Erie  in  1907  was 
1,346,414  tons.  Since  the  Erie  acquired  the  stock  of  the 
Susquehanna,  the  latter  road  has  lost  much  of  its  tonnage 
of  anthracite  coal,  not  to  the  Erie  but  to  the  Delaware  & 
Hudson  Railroad,  and  Mr.  Johns,  the  superintendent  of  the 
Susquehanna,  says  that  the  Susquehanna  cannot  now  stand 
alone  for  the  reason  that,  if  its  relations  with  the  Erie  were 
now  severed,  it  would  have  no  coal  business  left  to  it  except 
that  of  a  few  mines  which  for  ten  months  in  1908  produced 
only  216,310  tons. 
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The  argument  that  the  primary  object  or  effect  of  the 
acquisition  of  the  stock  of  the  Susquehanna  by  the  Erie  was 
to  suppress  competition  in  interstate  commerce  between  those 
two  roads  is  not  convincing.  So  many  other  roads  reached 
into  the  anthracite  fields  of  Pennsylvania  and  transported 
coal  to  New  York  Harbor  that  the  elimination  of  competi- 
tion between  the  Erie  and  the  Susquehanna  in  the  anthracite 
coal  business  could  have  had  no  substantial  effect  upon  the 
business,  or  upon  the  price  of  coal  at  New  York  Harbor. 
That  suppression  of  competition  was  not  the  principal  pur- 
pose of  the  combination  seems  to  be  shown  by  the  lease  of 
the  Susquehanna  to  the  Erie  of  February  24,  1898,  which 
declared  that  the  closer  connection  between  the  two  roads 
thereby  proposed  would  be  for  the  public  benefit,  as  well  as 
for  their  mutual  advantage,  and  by  the  act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture of  New  Jersey  of  April  2,  1898,  by  which  consent  to 
the  proposed  combination  was  given  on  condition  that 
'^neither  of  the  said  railroad  companies  shall  increase  the 
present  rate  or  rates  of  the  freight  or  passenger  traffic  of 
the  said  companies  in  this  state.''  I  think  the  proofs  show 
that,  whatever  competition  between  them  was  eliminated 
by  the  combination,  such  elimination  was  so  inconsiderable 
a  thing  that  it  did  not  enter  into  the  objects  which  induced 
the  Erie  Bailroad  Company  to  increase  its  capital  stock  by 
$26,000,000,  and  that  it  was  but  an  incidental,  and  not  the 
designed  or  principal,  result  of  the  ccnnbination.  I  con- 
clude, therefore,  that  this  combination  is  not  violative  of  the 
Anti-Trust  Act 

2.  The  second  question  is:  Was  the  scheme  by  which  the 
Beading  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company, 
the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the  Delaware, 
Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  the  Erie  Rail- 
road Company,  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western 
Railroad  Company  acquired  the  capital  stock  of  the  Temple 
Iron  Company,  and  by  which  the  Temple  Iron  Company 
acquired  the  capital  stocks,  assets,  and  properties  of  the 
Simpson  &  Watkins  Companies,  a  combination  or  conspiracy 
violative  of  the  Anti -Trust  Act? 

Previous  to  1899  the  Temple  Iron  Company  had  been  en- 
gaged in  the  manufacture  of  iron  at  Temple,  near  Reading, 
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Pa.  It  had,  how[481]eyer,  a  liberal  charter,  which  en- 
abled it  to  own  and  operate  mines.  Having  authorized  its 
capital  stock  to  be  increased  from  $240,000  to  $2,500,000, 
and  its  bonds  to  be  issued  to  the  amount  of  $3,500,000,  or, 
perhaps,  in  anticipation  of  such  authorization,  it,  on  Febru- 
ary 27,  1899,  entered  into  a  contract  with  Simpson  St  Wat- 
kins  by  which  that  firm  agreed  to  sell  all  of  the  capital 
stocks,  assets,  and  properties  of  the  Forty  Fort  Coal  Com- 
pany, the  Mount  Lookout  Coal  Company,  the  Wyoming 
Land  Company,  the  Wyoming  Electric  Light  Company,  the 
Babylon  Coal  Company,  the  Sterrick  Creek  Coal  Company, 
the  Edgerton  Coal  Company,  the  Hendrick  Land  Company, 
the  Northwest  Coal  Company,  and  the  Lackawanna  Coal 
Company  (the  last  a  limited  copartnership)  to  the  Temple 
Iron  Company,  for  $2,260,000  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company  and  the  $3,500,000  of  its  bonds;  the 
bonds  to  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  or  collateral  trust  deed. 
On  the  same  day  Simpson  &  Watkins  agreed  that  simulta- 
neously with  their  receipt  from  the  Temple  Iron  Company 
of  its  stock  and  bonds  above  mentioned  they  would  transfer 
and  deliver  to  the  Guaranty  Trust  Company  of  New  York, 
as  trustee,  the  whole  of  their  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany ($2,260,000)  and  $2,100,000  of  the  $3,500,000  of  its 
bonds,  and  the  trustee  agreed  to  pay  to  Simpson  &  Watkins 
$3,238,896.66  in  cash  and  to  issue  to  them  certificates  of 
beneficial  interest  in  $1,000,000  of  the  stock.  The  trustee 
further  agreed  to  purchase  from  Mr.  Baer  the  remaining 
outstanding  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  ($240,000) 
at  60  per  cent  of  its  par  value.  It  was  also  agreed  that  the 
trustee  should  have  the  power  to  sell  beneficial  interests  in 
the  stock;  such  interests  to  be  expressed  in  certificates  is- 
sued by  the  trustee  to  the  purchasers.  On  the  same  day  the 
Guaranty  Trust  Company,  of  the  first  part,  and  J.  P.  Mor- 
gan, and  others,  composing  the  underwriting  sfyndicate,  of 
the  second  part,  entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  the 
parties  of  the  second  part  agreed  to  purchase,  on  demand  of 
the  trustee,  the  $2,100,000  of  bonds  at  the  rate  of  90  per  cent 
of  their  par  value,  and  $1,500,000  of  the  certificates  of  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  stock  (being  the  residue  of  such  certifi- 


946  183  FEDERAL  BEPORTEB,  482. 

Lannliig,  G.  J.,  concurrtng. 

cates  after  the  delivery  of  $1,000,000  of  them  to  Simpson  & 
Watkins)  at  par.  Also,  on  the  same  day,  the  Reading  Com- 
pany (holding  all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Philadelphia 
&  Beading  Railway  Company),  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad 
Company,  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey, 
the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Suseque- 
hanna  ft  Western  Railroad  Company  eadi  entered  into  a 
tripartite  agreement  with  the  Temple  Iron  Company  and 
the  Guaranty  Trust  Company  of  New  York,  by  which  the 
Reading  Company  and  the  five  railroad  companies  agreed 
to  purchase  from  the  trust  company,  not  later  than  Decem- 
ber 31,  1906,  at  par  value  with  interest  at  6  per  centum  per 
annum  from  the  date  of  the  last  dividend  thereon,  all  of  the 
trust  company's  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany, in  the  following  proportions,  to  wit  (the  proportions 
being  the  same  as  the  total  tonnages  of  coal  carried  by  them 
from  all  sources  in  the  year  1898) :  The  Reading,  29.96  per 
cent ;  the  Lehigh  Valley,  22.88  per  cent ;  the  Delaware,  Lack- 
awanna &  Western,  19.62  per  [482]  cent;  the  Central,  17.12 
per  cent;  the  Erie,  5.84  per  cent;  and  the  New  York,  Sus- 
quehanna &  Western,  4.68  per  cent  In  these  tripartite 
agreements  the  Reading  Company  and  the  five  railroad  com- 
panies also  severally  agreed,  that,  if  the  earnings  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company  for  any  period  of  six  months  ending 
June  30  or  December  31  should  not  be  suificient  for  the 
sinking  fund  and  interest  payments  in  the  agreements  pro- 
vided for,  and  3  per  cent  on  the  par  value  of  the  stock  of 
the  Temple  Iron  Company,  then  each  of  the  six  companies 
would  pay  to  the  trust  company,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
up  such  deficiency,  12^  cents  per  ton  for  all  coal  carried 
by  it  from  the  Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries  for  such  period 
of  six  months,  or  so  much  of  said  sum  as  should  be  neces- 
sary to  make  up  the  deficiency,  and,  if  there  should  still  be 
a  deficiency,  then  that  each  of  the  six  companies  would  pay 
to  the  trust  company  such  proportion  of  the  remaining  de- 
ficiency as  should  equal  the  proportion  of  stock  agreed  to  be 
purchased  by  it.  They  also  severally  guaranteed,  in  the 
same  proportions,  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  the  bondp 
at  maturitv,  on  Januarv  1,  1925. 
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Thus  was  this  combination  effected.  It  went  into  opera- 
tion, and,  although  the  guarantor  companies  were  compelled 
to  pay  to  the  trust  company  deficiencies  in  the  earnings  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company  to  the  amount  of  $483,000  for  the 
year  1899  and  the  strike  years  of  1900  and  1902,  the  business 
of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  has  been  highly  successful. 
On  December  4, 1908,  when  Mr.  Law  testified  for  the  govern- 
ment, the  Temple  Iron  Company  had  purchased  out  of  its 
net  earnings  for  its  sinking  fund  $1,900,000  of  the  bonds, 
the  total  issue  of  which  was  $8,500,000,  and  had  a  surplus 
of  a  million  dollars  in  its  treasury;  and  on  June  30,  1909, 
when  Mr.  Thomas  testified  for  the  defendants,  all  of  the 
bonds  except  $800,000  had  been  purchased  by  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  and  the  $483,000  paid  by  the  guarantor  com- 
panies to  the  trust  company  had  been  refunded.  In  Decem- 
ber, 1906,  the  certificates  of  beneficial  interest  in  the  stock 
of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  which  the  trust  company  had 
issued  for  the  whole  of  the  25,000  shares,  and  which  were 
widely  scattered  amongst  about  200  holders  in  Maine,  New 
Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachusetts,  Bhode  Island,  Con- 
necticut, New  York,  and  Pennsylvania,  were  called  in  by  the 
trust  company,  and,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  tri- 
partite agreements,  the  whole  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company,  excepting  50  shares  held  by  the 
directors,  was  acquired  by  the  Beading  Company  and  the 
five  railroad  companies  who  agreed  to  purchase  it,  except  that 
the  Beading  Company's  proportion  was  divided  between  it 
and  some  of  its  subsidiary  corporations. 

It  appears,  then,  that  the  Guaranty  Trust  Company  no 
longer  holds  any  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron 
Company.  It  does  hold,  however,  the  trust  mortgage  by 
which  the  bonds  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  are  secured. 
What  the  terms  of  that  mortgage  are  does  not  appear,  nor 
is  the  trust  company  a  party  to  this  suit.  The  Erie  Bailroad 
Company,  in  its  answer,  avers  that: 

"  The  Guaranty  Trust  Company  is  still  the  trustee  of  the  mortgSLgo 
which  secures  the  payment  of  the  bonds  which  have  been  purchased 
by  numerous  [483]  bondholders,  whose  rights  should  not  be  impaired 
herein  without  bringinc  them,  or  their  trustee,  into  this  court  as  a 
party  defendant* 


948  183  FEDERAL  BEPORTEB,  483. 

Tianiiing,  C  J.,  concurring. 

A  similar  averment  is  contained  in  the  answer  of  the  New 
York,  Susquehanna  A  Western  Railroad  Company.  The 
issue  of  the  $3,500,000  of  bonds  is  one, of  the  acts  by  whidi 
the  Temple  Iron  combination  was  made  possible.  The  de- 
struction  of  the  combination  may  impair  the  value  of  the 
bonds.  The  trustee  of  the  bondholders  would  therefore  seem 
to  be  a  proper,  if  not  an  indispensable,  party.  Nevertheless, 
this  point  is  not  urged  in  the  briefs,  and  I  shall  rest  my  deci- 
sion on  other  features  of  this  brandi  of  the  case. 

A  general  act  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  passed  April 
16,  1869  (P.  L.  1869,  p.  81),  provides: 

"  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  railroad  and  canal  companies 
to  aid  corporations  anthorised  by  law  to  develop  the  coal,  iron,  lumber 
and  other  material  interests  of  this  commonwealth,  by  the  purchaae 
of  their  capital  stock  and  bonds,  or  either  of  them,  or  by  the  gnarantee 
of  or  agreement  to  purchase  the  principal  and  interest,  or  either,  of 
such  bonds,  provided  that  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  the  stock  and 
bonds  of  any  corporation  possessing  mining  or  mannfkctnring  prlr- 
ileges  in  the  county  of  SchuylkiU.** 

There  is  no  allegation  in  the  petition  raising  the  question 
whether  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  interstate  commerce, 
by  the  mere  act  of  purchasing,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
its  transportation  business,  the  capital  stock  of  a  coal  mining 
corporation  also  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  monopo- 
lizes a  part  of  that  commerce,  or  restrains  it,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act.  If  there  were,  then,  since 
the  contention  of  the  government  is  that  the  defendant  car- 
riers by  their  purchase  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  became  the  virtual  owners  of  the  mines  whose 
capital  stocks  were  owned  by  the  Temple  Iron  Company, 
this  court  would,  if  it  adopted  that  view,  be  required  to  con- 
sider one  of  the  grave  constitutional  questions  which  the 
Supreme  Court  mentioned,  but  found  it  unnecessary  to  de- 
cide, in  United  States  v.  Delaware  cfi  Hudson  Co.^  218  U.  S. 
366,  29  Sup.  Ct.  527,  53  L.  Ed.  836,  namely : 

"Did  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  and  the  grant  of  power  tn 
Ck>ngress  to  regulate  commerce  have  the  effect  of  depriving  the  states 
of  the  aathority  to  endow  a  carrier  with  the  attribute  of  producing  as 
weU  as  transporting  particolar  commodities,  a  power  which  the  states 
from  the  beginning  have  freely  exercised,  and  by  the  exertion  of  which 
governmental  power  the  resonrces  of  the  several  states  have  been 
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deyeloped,  their  eaterprlBee  fostered,  and  vast  Inyestments  of  capita) 
have  been  made  possible?" 

Nor  does  the  petition  contain  any  allegation  to  the  effect 
that  the  Beading  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  the  Central  Kailroad  Company  of  New  Jersey, 
the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  ft  Western  Railroad  Company, 
the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Susque 
hanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  by  purchasing  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  which  had  simul- 
taneously purchased  the  capital  stocks  of  the  Simpson  & 
Watkins  Companies,  and  by  guaranteeing  the  payment  of 
the  obligations  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  created  a  com- 
bination in  the  nature  of  a  copartnership  for  sharing  the 
profits  and  losses  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  and  that 
they  thereby,  in  violation  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act,  monopo- 
lized a  part  of  the  interstate  commerce  in  anthracite  coal. 
[484]  Such  a  copartnership  is  suggested,  it  is  true,  in  the 
brief  of  the  government;  but  no  issue  of  that  kind  is  pre- 
sented by  the  pleadings.  As  neither  of  these  two  important 
questions  is  in  issue,  they  cannot  properly  be  decided  in  this 


The  only  complaint  in  the  petition  concerning  the  Temple 
Iron  transactions  is  that  after  Simpson  it  Watkins  and  cer- 
tain other  independent  operators  in  the  Wyoming  and  Le- 
high coal  regions  had  ^  determined  and  agreed  to  promote 
the  construction  of  a  new  line  of  railroad  from  the  regions 
where  their  mines  were  located  to  tide-water,"  and  after, 
for  that  purpose,  they  had  "  caused  the.  New  York,  Wyoming 
&  Western  Railroad  Company  to  be  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,"  had  secured  ^^  large  sub- 
scriptions" to  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  had  made 
surveys  of  its  line,  had  purchased  7,000  tons  of  steel  rails, 
and  had  secured  pledges  to  it  of  ^  the  tonnages  of  the  afore- 
said independent  operators  not  already  pledged  by  contract," 
the  Reading  Company,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany, the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  the 
Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  the 
Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  ft 
Western  Railroad  Company,  entered  into  the  series  of  con- 
tracts of  February  27,  1899,  hereinabove  mentioned,  and 
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thereby,  through  their  concerted  action :  (1)  Caused  the  con- 
struction of  the  projected  New  York,  Wyoming  &  Western 
Bailroad  to  be  abandoned;  and  (2)  pooled  and  divided 
amongst  themselves  (excepting  the  Reading  Company)  the 
tonnages  of  the  eight  Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries.  And 
the  only  prayer  of  the  petition  which  specifically  relates  to 
the  Temple  Iron  transactions,  besides  a  prayer  for  injunc- 
tion, is  diat  we  shall  adjudge  them  illegal  because  thereby: 
(1)  The  Beading  C<Hnpany,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey, 
the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company, 
the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Susque- 
hanna &  Western  Railroad  Company,  through  the  instru- 
mentality of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  acquired  the 
Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries  ^'  in  pursuance  of  a  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  between  the  defendants  last  named  to 
defeat  the  construction  of  a  competing  railroad  from  the 
anthracite  fields  to  tide-water'';  and  because  (2)  ''in  so 
acquiring,  through  the  purchase  of  agreed  percentages  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  ownership 
in  common  of  the  aforesaid  collieries  formerly  owned  by 
Simpson  &  Watkins,  the  said  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany, Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey,  Delaware, 
Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  Erie  Railroad 
Company,  and  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad 
Company  pooled  and  divided  among  themselves  the  tonnages 
from  those  collieries,  thereby  shutting  out  competition  in  its 
transportation."  These  two  questions — one  concerning  the 
alleged  defeat  and  abandonment  of  the  proposed  new  rail- 
road, and  the  other  concerning  the  alleged  pooling  and  di- 
vision of  tonnages — are  the  only  questions  on  this  branch  of 
the  case  presented  by  the  pleadings,  and  the  only  ones  this 
court  is  now  at  liberty  to  consider. 

It  appears  that  Simpson  &  Watkins  and  other  independent 
operators  of  anthracite  coal  mines  were  promoting  the  new 
railroad  with  [485]  the  declared  intention  of  securing  acoess 
to  tide  water  at  New  York  free  from  the  domination  of 
existing  carriers  whose  transportation  charges  were  com- 
plained of.  But  the  charter  of  the  new  railroad  authorized 
its  construction  "  from  a  point  in  the  Delaware  river  in 
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Northampton  county,  Pa.  (being  also  the  boundary  line 
l>etween  the  states  of  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania),  oppo- 
^ite  to  or  near  Belvidere,  N.  J.,  and  thence  to  a  point  on  the 
Susquehanna  river  within  or  near  Pittston,  Luzerne  county, 
Pa.,  with  the  necessary  branches  or  laterals."  It  is  not 
pretended  that  the  new  road  was  to  extend  to  tide  water  or 
even  across  the  Delaware  river  into  New  Jersey.  It  is  said 
in  the  government's  brief  that  at  the  point  opposite  to 
Bdvidere — ^that  is,  at  the  eastern  terminus  of  the  proposed 
new  road  in  Pennsylvania — connection  could  have  been  made 
with  the  Delaware  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad,  the 
Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey,  the  Lehigh  Valley  Rail- 
road, and  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  aU  of  which  do  reach 
tide  water.  It  appears,  however,  that  no  arrangements  of 
any  kind  had  been  made  for  any  such  connection.  Mr. 
Edward  B.  Sturges,  who  was  interested  in  the  proposed  road 
and  subscribed  for  500  shares  of  its  stock,  testified  as  follows : 

"Q.  The  charter,  or  the  articles  of  incorporation,  only  authorized 
this  road  to  build  a  line  as  far  as  a  point  opposite  Belvidere,  N.  J., 
did  they  not?~A.  That  is  all. 

"  Q.  How  was  it  contemplated  to  get  from  there  to  tide  water? — 
A.  We  had  not  actually  entered  upon  the  construction  of  any  road 
from  there  on.  We  thought  we  could  get  the  transportation  over 
some  road.  We  knew  that  getting  across  New  Jersey  might  be  be- 
yond our  power. 

"  Q.  What  roads*  would  you  have  connected  with? — ^A.  We  could 
not  tell.    We  never  had  made  any  arrangements  at  that  time. 

"Q.  I  do  not  mean  what  roads  you  could  have  actually  entered 
into  contracts  with,  but  which  you  would  have  physically  connected 
with? — A.  The  Delaware,  I^cka wanna  ft  Western  Railroad  across 
the  river,  the  New  Jersey  Central  and  the  Lehigh  Valley  and  the  Penn- 
sylvania below  the  Belvidere  division.  We  never  got  that  far  be- 
cause we  felt  that  if  we  could  get  over  to  the  New  Jersey  line  we 
could  get  to  New  York  or  to  tide  water  later.  Later  there  was  an- 
other arrangement  made." 

This  admission  by  Mr.  Sturges,  who  was  a  witness  called 
for  the  government,  taken  with  the  fact  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  there  was  any  railroad  whatever  on  the  Penn- 
sylvania side  of  the  Delaware  river  at  or  near  the  point 
opposite  to  Belvidere  with  which  any  connection  could  have 
been  made,  shows  that  the  allegation  of  the  petition  that 
the  purpose  was  to  construct  a  new  road  from  the  coal 


952  183  FBDBBAIi  BEPOBTEE,  4M. 

Lanning,  CL  J.,  o(»iciirri]ig. 

regions  to  tide  water  is  not  supported  by  the  evidenoe.  It 
is  certain  that  the  new  road  could  not,  under  its  charter, 
have  reached  tide  water  or  extended  beyond  the  confines  of 
the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  It  matters  not  that  the  inde- 
p^ident  coal  operators  had  been  threatening  to  build  a  new 
road  from  the  coal  regions  to  tide  water,  or  what  influence 
that  threat  had,  if  any,  upon  the  formation  of  the  combina- 
tion which  absorbed  the  collieries  of  Simpson  ft  Watkins. 
The  allegation  is  that  the  combination  defeated  the  con- 
struction of  a  new  railroad  from  the  coal  regions  to  tide 
water;  the  fact  is  that  the  construction  of  such  a  road  was 
never  authorized  by  law,  or  even  contemplated,  and,  con- 
sequently, that  it  was  not  defeated*  Furthermore,  there  is 
no  proof  .in  the  case  that  the  Temple  Iron  combination  di- 
[486]  rectly  defeated  the  construction  of  any  railroad  what- 
ever, either  from  the  coal  regions  to  tide  water  or  from  the 
coal  regions  to  the  Delaware  river.  It  did  not  acquire  the 
capital  stock  of  the  new  railroad  company  and  does  not  in 
any  manner  control  its  charter. 

It  may  be  observed,  further,  that  the  allegation  of  the 
petition  is  that  the  construction  of  the  proposed  new  railroad 
has  already  been  defeated  and  abandoned.  The  fourth  sec- 
tion of  the  Anti-Trust  act  confers  on  Circuit  Courts  ^^  jurisdic- 
tion to  prevent  and  restrain  "  violations  of  the  act  But  this 
court  cannot  prevent  or  restrain  a  past  violation  of  the  act 
There  is  no  suggestion  in  the  petition  that  the  Temple  Iron 
combination  is  still  preventing  the  construction  of  the  pro- 
jected railroad.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  if  the  prayer  for 
injunction  should  be  granted  the  new  railroad  would  be  built 
That  prayer,  in  substance,  is  that  the  railroad  companies 
shall  be  enjoined  from  voting  on  the  stock  of  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  which  they  own,  and  that  the  Temple  Iron 
Company  shall  be  enjoined  from  paying  dividends  to  the  rail* 
road  companies.  It  is  not  proposed  to  enjoin  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  from  voting  on  the  stocks  of  the  Simpson  A 
Watkins  Companies,  or  to  enjoin  the  Simpson  ft  Watkin.^ 
Companies  from  paying  dividends  to  the  Temple  Iron  Com- 
pany. How  would  the  present  situation,  in  respect  of  the 
alleged  defeat  of  the  construction  of  the  proposed  new  rail- 
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road,  be  changed  by  enjoining  the  railroad  companies  from 
voting  on  the  stock  of  the  Temple  Iron  Company  and  enjoin- 
ing the  Temple  Iron  Company  from  paying  dividends  to  the 
railroad  c(Hnpaniest  The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  is  that 
the  construction  of  the  proposed  new  railroad  has  been  de- 
feated, and  that  thereby  interstate  commerce  has  been  re- 
strained. The  injunction  we  are  asked  to  issue  cannot  restore 
a  condition  under  which  the  probability  of  a  resumption  of 
the  efforts  to  build  the  new  railroad  will  be  in  any  wise  in- 
creased. Neither  can  we  frame  an  injunction  that  will  re- 
store such  a  condition  under  the  general  prayer  for  relief. 
The  petition  makes  no  case  on  which  a  more  sweeping  in- 
junction than  the  one  specifically  prayed  for  can  be  allowed, 
for  none  of  the  seven  Simpson  &  Watkins  Companies  is  a 
party  defendant,  except  the  Mount  Lookout  Coal  Company 
and  the  Lackawanna  Coal  Company,  and  each  of  those  two 
companies  is  a  party  defendant  only  in  respect  of  the  65  per 
cent,  contracts  hereinafter  considered. 

If,  then,  any  relief  can  be  granted,  under  the  allegations 
of  the  petiticm,  against  the  Temple  Iron  combination,  it  must 
be  because  there  was  a  pooling  and  division  of  the  transporta- 
tion business  of  the  Simpson  &  Watkins  collieries  amongst 
the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  the  Central  Railroad 
Company  of  New  Jersey,  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  A  West- 
ern Railroad  Company,  the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the 
New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company.  It 
is  not  charged  that  the  Philadelphia  A  Reading  Railway 
Company  (whose  capital  stock  is  held  by  the  Reading  Com- 
pany) obtained  any  part  of  the  tonnage  of  those  collieries. 
The  fact  is  that  none  of  the  eight  Simpson  &  Watkins  col- 
lieries is  tributary  to  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway 
Company.  I  understand,  too,  that  none  of  them  is  tributary 
to  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey.  They  are 
located  at  widely  separated  points  in  the  Wyoming  [487]  re- 
gion. With  one  or  two  exceptions,  each  of  them  is  tributary 
to  a  single  cailroad.  The  productions  of  the  Northwest, 
Edgerton,  and  Sterrick  Creek  collieries  are  carried  by  the 
Erie,  of  the  Lackawanna  colliery  by  the  Erie,  the  Delaware, 
Lackawanna  &  Western,  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  ft 
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Western,  of  the  Babylon  and  Mount  Lookout  collieries  by  the 
Lehigh  Valley,  of  the  Forty  Fort  and  Harry  E.  collieries 
(both  owned  by  the  Forty  Fort  Coal  Company)  by  the  Le- 
high Valley  and  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western.  The 
proportions  in  which  the  six  carriers  (  considering  the  Read- 
ing Company,  the  holder  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Philadel- 
phia &  Heading  Bailway  Company,  as  a  carrier)  agreed  in 
the  tripartite  contracts  to  purchase  the  stock  of  the  Temple 
Iron  Company  were  not  fixed  by  the  tonnages  of  the  eight 
collieries  alone.  Had  they  been,  the  Beading  Company  and 
the  Central  Bailroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  would  have 
acquired  none  of  the  Temple  Iron  stock.  Those  proportions 
were  based  on  the  total  shipments  of  anthracite  coal  carried 
by  the  six  carriers  from  all  sources  for  the  year  1898  (accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Baer)  or  for  the  five  years  from  1894  to  189S 
(according  to  the  contention  of  the  counsel  for  the  govern- 
ment). Neither  in  the  tripartite  agreements,  nor  elsewhere, 
does  it  appear  that  the  productions  of  the  eight  collierief> 
were  thereafter  to  be  carried  by  the  six  carriers  in  the  propor- 
tions in  which  they  agreed  to  purchase  the  Temple  Iron  stock. 
The  conditions  were  such  as  to  forbid  the  making  of  such  a 
contract  And  the  tripartite  agreements  themselves  show 
that  no  attempt  to  make  any  such  contract  was  in  the  minds 
of  the  parties,  for  they  assumed  that  the  tonnages  from  tlie 
eight  collieries  over  the  several  roads  would  vary  from  time 
to  time,  and  therefore  provided  that  if  the  earnings  of  the 
Temple  Iron  Company  should  be  insufficient  to  meet  its  sink- 
ing fund,  interest,  and  other  charges,  the  carriers  should 
make  up  the  deficiency,  not  primarily  in  the  proportions  of 
stock  agreed  to  be  pu .chased  by  them,  but  by  the  payment 
by  each  carrier  of  a  sum  not  exceeding  12^  cents  per  ton  on 
such  amount  of  coal  as  it  should  actually  carry  from  the 
eight  collieries.  By  this  arrangement  the  Reading  Company 
and  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  were  ex- 
empt from  such  payments.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  tri- 
partite agreements,  or  in  any  other  proven  agreements,  that 
shows  that  these  six  carriers  have  entered  into  an  agi^ement 
not  to  compete  with  one  another  in  the  coal  transportation 
business,  or  that  forbids  any  of  the  carriers  from  extending 
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its  line  to  any  or  all  of  the  eight  collieries  and  transporting 
as  mach  of  the  coal  produced  by  them  as  it  can  get.  Not 
only  IS  any  suppression  of  competition  denied  in  the  aosfwerp 
and  by  the  defendants'  witnesses,  bat  they  deny  any  purpose 
of  bringing  about  such  a  result.  The  burden  is  on  the  gov- 
ernment, therefore,  to  show  that,  under  tiie  combination, 
there  was  in  fact  a  pooling  and  divisiom  amongst  the  earriera 
of  the  tonnages  of  the  eight  colUeries.  This  it  has  failed  to 
show. 

8.  The  third  question  is:  Was  the  acquisition,  in  I9OI9  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New 
Jersey  by  the  Beading  Company,  effected  by  a  comlanation 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states? 

The  petition  alleges  that  about  January,  1901,  the  Beading 
Com[488]pany,  which  then  held  and  still  holds  all  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Beading  Bailway  Com- 
pany, issued  additicmal  shares  of  its  capital  stock  to  the 
amount  of  $8,017,650  of  first  preferred  and  $1,713,760  of  sec- 
ond preferred,  par  value,  and  created  an  additional  bonded 
indebtedness  of  $28,000,000,  due  in  1961,  whidi  it  gave  to  the 
hdders  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Central  Bailroad  of  New 
Jersey  for  146,000,  being  a  majority,  of  the  shares  of  that 
stock,  and  thereby  brought  under  one  controlling  power  those 
two  carriw  companies,  which,  it  is  alleged,  operated  parallel 
and  competitive  lines.  This,  it  is  said,  destroyed  oompetiti<Hi 
between  them  and  their  subsidiary  coal  companies  and  pro- 
moted monopoly.  The  answer  of  the  Beading  Company 
denies  that  the  Pbdladdphia  A  Beading  Bailway  and  the 
Central  are  parallel  or  competitive  lines,  declares  that  they 
are  connecting  lines,  admits  that  on  or  about  January  7, 
1901,  it  agreed  to  purchase  145,000  shares  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Central,  and  avers  that,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
$23,000,000  of  bonds  which  it  issued  to  aid  in  financing  the 
enterprise,  it  pledged  the  stock  purchased  from  the  Central, 
with  other  stock,  as  collateral,  under  an  agreement  dated 
April  1, 1901,  which  it  executed  and  delivered,  with  the  cer- 
tificates for  the  stock,  to  the  Pennsylvania  Company  for  In- 
surances on  Lives  and  Granting  Ajmuities.    The  answer  of 
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the  Central  also  denies  that  the  two  carriers  operate  parallel 
or  competing  roads,  or  that  the  scheme  throttles  competition 
or  promotes  monopoly. 

In  1890  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railroad  CcHnpany, 
the  predecessor  of  the  defendant  Philadelphia  A  Reading 
Railway  Company,  the  most  easterly  point  of  whose  line  was 
at  Bound  Brook,  N.  J.,  20  miles  west  of  New  York  Harbor, 
determined  to  promote  the  construction  of  the  Port  Reading 
Road  from  Bound  Brook  to  Arthur  Kill,  on  the  tide  waters 
of  the  New  York  Harbor,  in  order  to  secure  on  that  harbor 
coal  terminal  facilities  of  its  own.  The  road  was  completed 
in  1892.  Substantially  all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Port 
Reading  Road  was  owned  by  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading 
Railroad  Company  and  passed,  upon  the  sale  of  the  latter's 
assets  under  the  receiver's  proceedings  in  1896,  to  the  defend- 
ant the  Reading  Company.  The  Reading  Company,  from 
1896  to  the  present  time,  has  held,  as  owner,  substantially  all 
of  the  capital  stocks  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway 
Company  and  the  Port  Reading  Railroad  Company.  By 
this  extension  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railroad  Com- 
pany secured  an  outlet  to  New  York  Harbor  for  its  ooal« 
The  terminal  on  Arthur  Eall  was  not  a  convenient  one  for 
passenger  or  general  freight  traffic,  and  up  to  1901,  when  a 
majority  of  the  stock  of  the  New  Jersey  Central  was  par- 
chased  by  the  Reading  Company,  nearly  all  of  the  traffic  of 
the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company  going  to  and 
from  New  York,  except  its  coal  traffic,  passed  over  the  New 
Jersey  Central  between  Bound  Brook  and  New  York.  Prior 
to  1901  contracts  between  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Rail- 
way Company,  the  Central,  and  other  roads,  had  been 
entered  into  for  the  establishment  of  joint  through  routes 
over  their  lines.  These  contracts  largely  benefited  the  Phil- 
adelphia A  Reading  Railway  Company.  In  December,  1900, 
Mr.  Baer,  president  of  the  Philadelphia  A  Reading  Railway 
Company,  was  informed  that  a  majority  of  the  [489]  capital 
stock  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  was 
on  the  market  for  sale,  and  that  the  Baltimore  A  Ohio  Rail- 
road Company  was  a  prospective  purchaser  of  it.  Fearing 
that,  if  the  control  of  the  Central  should  pass  into  the  hands 
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of  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio,  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  would 
lose  the  benefit  of  its  contracts  for  joint  through  routes  and 
be  disastrously  hampered  in,  if  not  excluded  from,  the  use  of 
the  Central's  New  York  terminals,  he  quietly  bought  the 
stock  for  the  Reading  Company.  Evidently,  the  predom- 
inating motive  in  the  purchase  was  to  preserve  to  the  Phil- 
adelphia &  Reading  its  traffic  arrangements  with  the  Central. 
The  direct  effect  of  the  purchase  was  to  preserve  them.  The 
necessary  effect  of  the  combination  was  also  to  eliminate  all 
possible  competition  between  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  and 
the  Central  in  the  anthracite  coal  carrying  business.  In  the 
circumstances,  however,  such  elimination,  though  a  necessary 
result  of  the  combination,  was  incidental  to  its  main  purpose 
and  not  in  contravention  of  the  Anti-Trust  Act  as  it  has 
heretofore  been  construed.  The  argument  that  the  Philadel- 
phia &  Reading  and  the  Central  were  not  competing  but 
were  connecting  roads  is  not  sound.  To  a  certain  extent  they 
did  supplement  each  other,  but  as  the  Port  Reading  road 
gave  to  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  an  outlet  to  New  York 
Harbor  for  its  coal  carrying  business,  without  the  use  of  the 
Central's  road,  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  and  the  Central 
were,  previous  to  the  combination,  in  the  position  of  com- 
petitive carriers  of  coal  even  though  they  did  not  reach  the 
same  mines  or  the  same  parts  of  the  Wyoming  region.  Mr. 
Baer  himself  said: 

"  Q.  What  do  you  regard  as  competitors  of  the  Philadelphia  ft  Read- 
ing now  In  New  York  Harbor*  as  to  anthracite  coal? — A.  All  of  the 
companlea 

"Q.  Won't  yon  be  good  aiough  to  name  them  for  us?— A.  AH  the 
companies  that  ship  to  New  York.  They  would  be  the  Pennsylvania 
Bailroad,  the  Lehigh  Vall^,  the  Delaware  ft  Lackawanna,  the  Dela- 
ware ft  Hudson,  the  Erie,  Ontario  ft  Western.  I  guess  th^  are  all  the 
roads  leading  to  New  York  directly  or  indirectly. 

"  Q.  Those  roads  are  all  carrying  anthracite  coal  to  the  New  York 
Harbor?— A.  Yes,  sir. 

"Q.  And  you  regard  them  as  competitors  who  must  be  considered 
In  fixing  rates? — ^A.  Yes,  sir;  unquestionably." 

I  prefer  to  base  our  opinion,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  two 
roads  were  not  competitors  in  the  anthracite  coal  carrying 
business,  but  on  the  other,  even  though  it  be  the  narrower, 
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ground  that  whatever  suppression  of  competition  resulted 
from  the  combination  it  was  but  an  incidental  effect  of  a 
scheme  to  save  the  business  of  the  Philadelphia  A  Beading. 
Indeed,  the  elimination  of  competition  between  the  Philadel- 
phia &  Reading  and  the  Central,  in  the  anthracite  coal  carry- 
ing business,  was  too  small  a  thing  to  have  been  an  important 
element  in  the  object  of  the  combination.  The  proximity  of 
the  lines  of  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western,  the  New 
York,  Susquehanna  &  Western,  the  New  York,  Ontario  & 
Western,  the  Erie,  and  the  Delaware  A  Hudson,  to  the  line 
of  the  Central,  and  of  the  Pennsylvania's  line  to  the  line  of 
the  Philadelphia  &  Beading,  left  the  competitive  conditions 
in  the  coal  carrying  business  very  slightly  affected  by  the 
elimi [490]  nation  of  competition  between  the  Central  and 
the  Philadelphia  &  Beading, 

I  conclude  that  this  combination  was  not  violative  of  the 
anti-trust  act. 

4.  The  fourth  question  is:  Are  the  contracts,  referred  to 
in  the  record  as  the  65  per  cent  contracts,  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  commerce? 

The  charge  is  that  they  are,  and  the  prayer  is  that  they 
be  delivered  up  to  be  canceled,  and  that  further  operations 
thereunder  be  enjoined. 

Long  prior  to  1869  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  A  Western 
Bailroad  Company  had  been  specially  authorized  by  the 
Legislature  of  Pennsylvania  to  acquire  and  hold  coal  lands, 
and  to  mine,  purchase,  and  vend  coal.  By  a  general  act  of 
that  state,  approved  April  15, 1869,  railroad  and  canal  com- 
panies, as  already  stated,  were  authorized  to  aid  corporations 
engaged  in  developing  coal  mines  by  the  purchase  of  their 
capital  stocks  and  bonds,  or  either  of  them.  Pursuant  to  the 
policy  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  thus  estaUished,  It  ap- 
pears that,  before  1900,  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  A  West- 
em  Bailroad  Company  had  acquired  coal  lands,  and  that 
the  Beading  Company  had  acquired  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Philadelphia  A  Beading  Coal  A  Iron  Cmnpa&y,  the 
Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company,  the  Central  Bailroad  Com- 
pany of  New  Jersey  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
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Lehij^  A  Wilkes-Barre  Goal  Company,  the  Erie  Railroad 
Company  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Hillside  Coal 
&  Iron  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  West- 
ern Railroad  Company  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Coal  Company. 
The  Delaware,  Liackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company 
and  the  above-mentioned  subsidiary  coal  companies  have 
each  entered  into  one  or  more  of  the  65  per  cent  contracts. 

For  many  years  previous  to  1900,  when  the  first  of  these 
contracts  was  entered  into,  many  of  the  smaller  coal  pro- 
ducing companies  sold  the  products  of  their  mines  to  the 
larger  eoal  companies,  producing  and  shipping  coal  in  their 
respective  neighborhoods,  for  certain  percentages  of  tide- 
water prices.  These  percentages  were  increased  from  time 
to  time  until  they  reached  60  per  cent  In  the  early  fall  of 
1900  a  general  strike  of  the  coal  miners  and  laborers  of  the 
whole  anthracite  region  took  place,  resulting  in  an  entire 
cessation  of  the  production  of  anthracite  coal.  Conferences 
were  had,  and  a  ten  per  cent,  increase  in  wages  was  finally 
granted  by  the  defendant  carriers'  subsidiary  coal  com- 
panies to  tJieir  employees.  This  increase,  of  course,  affected 
the  independent  coal  companies.  On  October  1,  1900,  at  a 
meeting  of  ^^  individual  operators,"  in  Wilkes-Barre,  Pa.,  a 
committee  was  appointed  ''  to  confer  with  the  presidents  of 
the  transportation  companies  and  endeavor  to  learn  if  there 
is  to  be  a  reduction  in  the  rates  of  freight  to  cover  the  ad- 
vance in  wages  that  they  have  offered  to  their  employees." 
On  October  5,  1900,  at  another  meeting,  in  Scranton,  Pa., 
the  oommittee  reported  a  recommendation  that  the  '^indi- 
vidual operators,"  post  the  '^  notice  of  advance  of  wages 
already  made  by  the  companies."  The  minutes  of  this  meet- 
ing then  proceed  as  follows : 

[491]  "After  the  reading  of  this  report,  Mr.  Kemmerer  [one  of  the 
memberB  of  the  committee],  in  answer  to  the  question  as  to  what  the 
presidents  of  the  transportation  companies  had  sati  regarding  a  re- 
duction in  the  rates  of  freight  to  cover  the  proposed  advance  of  ten 
per  cent.  In  wages,  said  that  the  committee  could  not  report  a  definite 
promise  from  them  that  there  would  be  a  reduction  in  the  freight 
rates,  but  that  they  expressed  their  sympathy  with  the  individual 
operators,  and  he  intimated  that  they  bad  said  something  would  be 


960  IBS  FSDBBAIi  BEPOBTEB,  4ffL 

Laiming,  O.  J.,  coocnrrlng. 

done  for  the  individual  operators  to  improve  the  present  conditions  of 
the  coal  business.'* 

The  meeting  resolved  to  post  the  notices,  and  then  ap- 
pointed a  new  committee  of  three  persons  "to  confer  with 
the  various  carrying  companies  relative  to  a  new  contract"' 
This  committee  had  a  number  of  meetings  with  other  gentle- 
men, who  were  officers  of  the  defendant  carriers  and  also  of 
their  subsidiary  coal  companies,  in  which  there  were  negotia- 
tions concerning  the  terms  of  the  proposed  new  contracts. 
The  independent  operators  were  demanding  65  per  cent.  The 
demand  upon  them  was  that,  instead  of  having  the  contracts 
extend  for  a  period  of  years,  as  the  previous  percentage  con- 
tracts had  done,  they  should  continue  for  the  life  of  their 
collieries.  Mr.  Cumming,  vice  president  of  the  Erie  Railroad 
Company  and  an  officer  of  its  subsidiary,  the  SUllside  Coal 
&  Iron  Company,  says  that  his  reason  for  desiring  the  new 
contracts  to  cover  the  entire  life  of  the  collieries  was  ^^  to  have 
the  question  settled  once  for  all."  Other  concessions  were  de- 
manded of  the  operators.  Finally,  the  form  of  contract  now 
under  examination  was  agreed  on.  It  provides,  amongst 
other  things,  that  "  the  seller  hereby  sells  and  agrees  to  de- 
liver on  cars  at  the  breaker  to  the  buyer  all  the  anthracite 
coal  hereafter  mined  from  any  of  its  mines  now  opened  and 
operated,  or  which  may  hereafter  open  and  operate  on  the 
premises  intended  to  be  covered  by  this  contract";  tliat 
"  shipments  shall  be  made  from  time  to  time  as  called  for  by 
the  buyer  " ;  that  the  buyer  will  "  arrange  to  take  the  coal  in 
as  nearly  equal  daily  or  weekly  quantities  as  in  its  judgment 
the  requirements  of  the  market  will  permit' ' ;  that  the  buyei* 
will  '^  use  its  best  efforts  to  find  a  market  for  the  seller's  coal 
so  as  to  enable  the  seller's  collieries  to  be  worked  as  many 
days  as  practicable  with  due  regard  to  the  general  market 
conditions";  and  that  the  buyer  "will  not  discriminate  in 
favor  of  its  own  mines,  or  any  persons,  firms  or  companies 
with  which  it  has  contracts  to  buy  coal,  but  that  the  quantity 
to  be  ordered  monthly  shall  be  a  just  proportion  of  the  entire 
quantity  of  coal  agreed  to  be  purchased  by  the  buyer,  meas- 
ured by  the  colliery  capacity  of  the  respective  sellers,  it  be- 
ing understood  that  so  far  as  practicable  the  quantity  ordered 
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shall  not  be  less  than  a  just  proportion  of  all  the  anthracite 
ooal  which  the  requirements  of  the  market  may  fr<mi  time  to 
time  demand." 

This  proves  conclusively  that  the  representatives  of  the 
subsidiary  coal  companies  did  agree  upon  the  form  of  the 
contracts  before  any  of  them  were  actually  signed.  They 
deny  that  in  their  negotiations  with  the  committee  of  the  ^^  in- 
dividual operators  "  they  represented  the  defendant  carriers. 
They  say  they  represented  only  the  subsidiary  coal  com- 
panies. Unquestionably,  however,  the  carriers  had  an  inter- 
est in  the  negotiations,  and,  as  they  were  officers  of  botii  the 
carriers  and  their  subsidiary  coal  companies,  they  must  be 
considered  as  having  1*921  represented  both.  The  form  hav- 
ing been  agreed  on,  the  following  contracts  were  entered  into : 


Name  of  seller. 


OiMO  Ridge  Ooal  Co 

Robertson  St  Lawa 

Jcnnynotal 

Nay  Ang  Ooal  Co 

Anidn  OMl  Co 

ParrishCoalCo 

Red  Adi  Ooal  Co. 

MelvUleCoalCo. 

MldTBUeyCoalCo 

Lentc&Co 

Temple  Iron  Co 

Howe  et  al.,  Executors. . . 

Bt.  Clair  Goal  Co 

Bnterpriae  Coal  Ck> 

Pine  HiU  Coal  Co 

Laokawanna  Coal  Co 

Temple  Iron  Co 

Clear  Sprinir  Coal  Co 

Riohard  White  etal 

Book  Ron  Coal  Co 

RanbCoalCo 

Delaware  St  Hudson  Co.&. 

Geo.  F  LeeCoalCo 

darenoe  Coal  Co 

Lackawanna  Coal  Go 

Dolph  Coal.Co 

OozeBroe.  StCo 

North  End  Coal  Co 


Name  of  buyer. 


Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Co 

do 

N.  Y.  Sus.  St  West.  Coal  Co 

Hillside  Coal  St  Iron  Co 

L.  V.GoalCo 

L.&  W.Coal  Co 

do 

do 

L.  V.Coal  Co 

do 

Hillside  Coal  d(  Iron  Co 

L.  V.Coal  Co 

P.  &  R.  Coal  d(  Iron  Co 

do 

.....do 

D.  L»  A  nr .  R.  XV.  Co. ..........I 

L.  V.GoalCo 

D.  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co 

P.  d(  R.  Coal  &  Iron  Co 

.....do 

L.  V.Coal  Co 

Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Co 

D.L.&W.R.R.CO 

Hillside  Coal  &  Iron  Co 

.....do 

do 

L.  V.Coal  Co 

D.  L.  St  W.  R.  R.  Co 


Date  of  con- 
tract. 


Not. 

Do. 

Do 
Feb. 
Mar. 
May 

Do. 
June 
June 

Da 
July 
July 
July 
July 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Sept. 
Sept. 
Oct. 
Mar. 
May 
June 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Oct 
Apr. 
Mar 
May 


1,1900 


1,1901 

26,1901 

1,1901 

1,1901 
M,1901 

1,1901 
9,1901 
12,1901 
17,1901 
17,1901 
27,1901 
20,1901 
21,1901 
15,1901 
12,1902 
1,1902 
SO.  1902 
11,1909 
28,1903 
21.1903 
14,1904 
29,1906 
26,1906 


"Canceled  by  mutual  consent  of  parties  on  May  17,  1909. 
» Expired  April  1,  1908. 

These  facts  seem  to  show  that  the  custom  of  buying  and 
selling  coal  on  percentage  contracts  did  not  have  its  origin 
in  any  general  agreement  or  concerted  action  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants.  Rather  does  it  seem  that  the  contracts 
were  the  natural  outgrowth   of  conditions  attending  the 
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mining  of  coal.  But  the  petition  charges  that  there  are 
special  features  in  tiie  65  per  cent  contracts,  and  sodi  action 
concerning  their  adoption  that,  as  to  them  at  least,  there  was 
and  is  an  unlawfol  combination  or  conspiracy.  The  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  charge  is  in  the  following  language : 

**  Upon  the  termination  of  these  contracts  [the  contracts  which  It  Is 
alleged  were  for  terras  exptrlng  In  1900],  the  said  defendant  carriers, 
either  directly  or  ttirovgh  the  instramentallty  of  their  said  subsldi* 
ary  companies  and  agents,  the  defendant  coal  companies,  In  pursu- 
ance of  a  previous  agreement  between  themselves,  severally  offered 
to  make  and  did  make  and  conclude  with  nearly  all  the  Independent 
operators  along  their  lines  new  contracts  containing  substantially 
uniform  provisions  agreed  upon  beforehand  by  the  defendant  carriers 
In  ooneert,  some  of  tiie  op««tors  contracting  with  one  of  the  de- 
fendants and  some  with  another,  in  which  contracts  the  Independent 
operators  severally  agreed  to  deliver,  on  cars  at  the  breakers,  to  one 
or  the  other  of  the  defendant  carriers  or  Its  subsidiary  coal  com- 
pany, as  the  case  might  be,  all  the  anthracite  coal  thereafter  mined 
from  any  of  their  mines  now  opened  and  operated  or  which  they 
might  thereafter  open  and  operate,  deliveries  or  shipments  to  be  made 
from  time  to  time  as  called  for  by  the  said  carriers  or  their  subsidi- 
ary coal  companies;  In  consideration  whereof  [498]  the  said  carriers 
or  their  subsidiary  coal  companies  severally  agreed  to  pay  tiie  inde- 
pendent operators  for  prepared  sizes  of  anthracite  65  per  cent  of 
the  general  average  free  on  board  prices  of  like  sizes  prevailing  at 
tide-water  points  at  or  near  New  York,  as  computed  from  month  to 
month,  and  fbr  pea  coal  and  sizes  below  that  proportionately  smaller 
percentages,  declining  as  the  sizes  decline;  and  the  defendant  car- 
riers controlling,  as  aforesaid,  all  the  lines  of  transportation  between 
the  anthracite  regions  and  tide  water,  save  those  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Ballroad  Company  and  the  New  York,  Ontario  &  Western  Railway 
Company,  and  therefore  controlling  the  rates  for  the  transportation 
of  anthracite  to  tide  water  except  in  respect  to  the  output  of  the 
limited  number  of  collieries  reached  by  the  lines  of  the  said  Peon- 
sylvania  Railroad  Company  and  the  New  York,  Ontario  &  Western 
Railway  Company,  acting  either  directly  or  through  the  agency  of  th^r 
subsidiary  coal  companies,  fixed  the  said  percentages  to  be  paid  by 
them  or  their  coal  companies  under  said  contract  at  a  point  that  bore 
such  a  relation  to  the  published  rates  of  transportation  that,  taking 
for  a  basis  the  average  tide- water  prices  of  anthracite  when  the  con> 
tracts  were  made  and  during  many  years  previous  (barring  strike 
periods),  the  Independent  operator  who  entered  Into  one  of  these 
contracts  realized  upon  his  coal  from  15  to  50  cents  more  a  ton,  ap- 
proximately (dep^dlng  upon  the  length  of  the  haul  and  variations  in 
the  tide- water  price),  than  was  realized  by  the  independent  operator 
who  shipped  his  coal  to  tide  water  on  his  own  account,  paying  the 
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published  rates  of  transportation  hlms^  and  sold  It  there  In  com- 
petition with  the  ooal  of  the  detaidant  carrlen  and  tbelr  coal  com- 
panles^  which  dUference  or  adyantage  rapreseats  the  amount  per  ton 
that  the  defendant  carriers  or  their  coal  companies  paid  for  the  prlvl> 
lege  of  controlling  the  sale  and  disposition  of  the  Independent  out- 
put so  as  to  prevent  It  from  selling  In  competition  with  the  output 
of  their  own  mtaies,  as  aforesaid.  The  result  of  this  arrangement, 
as  was  Intended,  was  to  draw.  If  not  to  f<Mrce,  the  great  majority  of 
the  Independent  operators  Into  making  the  aforesaid  contracts,  thereby 
enabling  the  defendant  carriers  and  their  subsidiary  companies,  the 
defendant  coal  companies,  to  control  absolutely  and  until  the  mines 
are  exhausted  the  output  of  most  of  the  Independent  anthracite 
mines,  and  to  prsfvent  It,  as  aforesaid,  from  being  sold  In  competition 
with  the  OBtpirt  of  their  own  mines  In  the  markets  of  the  several 
states,  particularly  In  the  great  tlde>water  markets." 

In  the  brief  of  the  government  there  are  inserted  tabulated 
statements  intended  to  ehow  that  after  deducting  from  the 
amounts  received  by  the  Ijehigfa  Valley  Coal  Company  for 
its  coal  shipped  to  New  York  Harbor  between  November, 
1900,  and  December  1,  1901,  and  between  January  and  De- 
cember, 1907,  the  65  per  cent  paid  to  the  selling  companies, 
the  expense  of  selling,  and  the  loss  by  wastage,  the  amounts 
remaining  did  not  equal  the  published  freight  rates  of  the 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  the  owner  of  its  capital 
stock  and  over  whose  road  the  shipments  were  made.  Other 
tabulated  statements  are  int^ided  to  show  the  same  condi- 
tion as  to  coal  purchased  by  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading 
Coal  A  Iron  Company  and  shipped  over  the  Philadelphia  & 
Reading  Railway  Company's  line  between  November,  1900, 
and  December,  1901.  Assuming  these  tabulated  statements, 
prepared  under  the  direction  of  counsel  and  not  verified  by 
any  witness,  to  be  free  from  error,  we  fail  to  find  any  evi- 
dence of  ccmoerted  action  designed  to  bring  about  that  re- 
sult. '  We  are  dealing  here  with  concerted  action,  with  a  con- 
tract, combination,  or  conspiracy,  and  not  with  individual 
unlawful  transactions.  If  it  is  a  fact  that  the  Lehigh  Val- 
ley Railroad  Company  is  carrying  coal  for  the  Lehigh  Val- 
ley Coal  Company  at  less  than  its  published  rates,  its  con- 
duct is  violative  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce  of  February 
4, 1887,  and  its  amendments,  and  may  be  corrected  by  a  pro- 
ceeding instituted  before  the  Interstate  [494]  Commerce 
Commission  or  some  court;  but,  to  be  violative  of  the  anti- 
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trust  act,  the  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  Lehigh  Valley 
Coal  Company  and  against  other  coal  companies  shipping 
over  the  Lehigh  Valley  road  must  be  the  result  of  a  contract, 
combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce. It  is  not  shown  that  the  effect  of  these  contracts  was 
to  require  each  of  the  defendant  carriers  to  carry  coal  at  less 
than  its  published  rate.  Nor  are  we  satisfied  that  even  in 
the  case  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company  the  tabu- 
lated statements  in  the  government's  brief,  above  referred 
to,  are  free  from  error.  They  assume  that  all  the  coal 
shipped  to  New  York  Harbor  by  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal 
Company  in  any  particular  month  was  sold  during  tiiat 
month.  Other  possible  errors  in  the  statements  are  pointed 
out  in  the  brief  for  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  conferees  ever  met  after  the 
form  of  the  contracts  was  agreed  on.  The  first  three  of  the 
contracts,  as  we  have  seen,  are  dated  November  1,  1900. 
No  obligation  was  imposed  upon  any  party  to  enter  into  one 
of  them,  but  each  independent  operator  was  left  free  to  do 
so  or  not  as  it  might  please.  Consequently,  it  may  be  said, 
and  in  effect  it  is  said,  that  there  could  have  been  no  com- 
bination of  carriers,  or  of  their  subsidiary  coal  companies, 
after  November  1,  1900.  But  in  1907  the  total  production 
of  anthracite  coal  in  Pennsylvania  was  76,836,082  tons.  Of 
this  amount  41,963,055  tons  were  produced  by  the  Delaware, 
Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  and  the  coal 
companies  subsidiary  to  the  Reading  Company,  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company,  the  Central  Railroad  Company 
of  New  Jersey,  the  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  the  New 
York,  Susquehanna  &  Western  Railroad  Company,  and 
about  6,000,000  tons  were  produced  by  the  selling  coal  com- 
panies that  had  entered  into  the  65  per  cent  contracts.  By 
these  contracts  the  buyers  (the  subsidiary  coal  companies) 
were  enabled  in  1907,  to  add  to  the  coal  produced  by  them- 
selves that  produced  and  sold  under  the  contracts.  Not  only 
have  the  buyers  the  right,  under  these  contracts,  to  all  the  coal 
that  the  sellers'  collieries  shall  ever  produce,  but  they  alone 
are  the  judges  of  the  requirements  of  the  market,  they  alcme 
determine  when  calls  for  deliveries  by  the  sellers  diall  be 
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made,  and  they  alone  determine  what  sliall  be  the  sellers' 
^'  just  proportion  of  all  the  anthracite  coal  which  the  require- 
ments of  the  market  may  from  time  to  time  demand.''  Here 
is  something  more  than  mere  acquisition  of  property.  It  is  a 
plan  for  future  acquisition  of  property  and  future  regula- 
tion of  the  supplies  to  be  furnished  by  the  subsidiary  coal 
companies  and  the  selling  companies.  It  is  accordingly  con- 
tended that  the  contracts  between  one  of  the  buyers  and  its 
sellers  are  so  related  to  the  contracts  between  each  of  the 
other  buyers  and  its  sellers  that  all  the  contracts  must  be 
considered  together  as  one  series  of  contracts  which  were 
entered  into  and  are  maintained  by  a  combination  of  buyers 
and  sellers  who  thereby  restrain  interstate  commerce  and 
monopolize  a  part  of  it.  We  have  seen  that  the  form  of  the 
contracts  had  its  origin  in  a  conference  of  buyers  and  sellers 
in  October,  1900.  But  all  that  the  conference  did  was  to 
agree  upon  the  form,  and  when  that  agreement  was  reached 
its  work  was  done.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence  showing  that 
the  con  [495]  tracts  are  maintained  by  any  combination 
whatever.  On  their  faces,  they  are  contracts  between  indi- 
vidual buyers  and  individual  sellers.  They  are  not  contracts 
between  or  with  any  combination  of  buyers  or  sellers.  Each 
buyer  has  the  power  to  regulate  only  the  supply  furnished 
by  its  particular  sellers.  There  is  no  joint  power  to  regulate 
the  supplies  furnished  by  all  the  sellers.  To  grant  the  in- 
junction asked  for,  namely,  "  that  the  said  contracts  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  canceled,  and  that  the  defendants,  their 
agents  and  servants,  and  all  persons  acting  or  assuming  to 
act  under  their  authority,  be  forever  enjoined  from  further 
executing  or  carrying  into  effect  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
said  contracts,  and  from  making  or  entering  into  any  con- 
tracts of  like  character  or  effect  hereafter,"  means,  not  that 
we  shall  enjoin  acts  which  shall  prevent  an  existing  combina- 
tion from  continuing  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  or  to 
monopolize  a  part  of  it,  but  that  we  shall  severally  enjoin 
the  parties  who  have  entered  into  the  28  independent  con- 
tracts hereinabove  mentioned  from  operating  thereunder. 
That  would  be  to  grant  relief  on  a  petition  far  more  multi- 
farious than  any  one  has  suggested  the  present  petition  to  be. 
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It  presents  no  such  multifariousness.  Its  purpose  is  to  secure 
an  injunction  against  these  contracts  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  devised  and  are  maintained  by  an  unlawful  combina- 
tion. We  do  not  find  this  ground  of  complaint  supported 
by  the  evidence. 

This  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether 
the  contracts,  separately  considered,  are  wholly  intrastate 
contracts,  as  the  defendants  contend,  or  whether,  separately 
considered,  they  are  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  as 
the  government's  counsel  contend.  In  either  case,  no  relief 
can  be  granted  in  this  proceeding,  for,  while  the  Anti-Trust 
act  condemns  all  contracts  as  well  as  all  combinations  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  we  are  not  here  asked  to 
award  a  series  of  injunctions  against  defendants  who  have 
entered  into  and  are  maintaining  a  series  of  separate  and 
independent  contracts  which  are  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce,  but  to  enjoin  an  alleged  combination  from  fur- 
ther maintaining  a  series  of  alleged  unlawful  contracts. 
As  no  such  combination  exists,  no  relief,  in  respect  of  the  66 
per  cent  contracts,  can  be  granted. 

5.  The  fifth  question  is :  Do  the  facts  show  a  general  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  f 

The  charge  is  that,  under  the  influence  of  competition, 
the  average  price  of  stove  coal  declined  from  $4.16  and  $4.19 
a  ton  in  1892  and  1893  to  $3.60  a  ton  in  1894  and  $3.12  a 
ton  in  1895.  "Whereupon,"  says  the  petition — ^that  is,  in 
1895 — ^^Hhe  defendant  the  Reading  Company  and  the  de- 
fendant carriers  and  the  defendant  coal  companies,  owning 
or  controlling  90  per  cent,  more  or  less,  of  all  the  anthracite 
deposits,  and  producing  75  per  cent,  more  or  less,  of  the 
annual  anthracite  supply,  and  controlling  all  tiie  means  of 
transportation  between  the  anthracite  mines  and  tide-water, 
save  the  railroads  operated  by  the  Penn^lvania  Railroad 
Company  and  the  New  York,  Ontario  &  Western  Railway 
Company,  which,  as  aforesaid,  reach  only  a  limited  number 
of  coUimes,  entered  into  an  agreement,  scheme,  combination, 
or  conspiracy,  by  virtue  whereof  they  acquired  the  power 
to  con[496]troI,  regulate,  restrain,  and  monopolize,  and 
have  controlled,  regulated,  restrained,  and  monopolized,  not 
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only  the  production  of  anthracite  coal,  but  its  transportation 
from  the  mines  in  Pennsylvania  to  market  points  in  other 
states,  with  the  result  that  competition  in  the  transportation 
and  sale  of  anthracite  coal  has  been  wholly  suppressed  and 
the  price  thereof  to  consumers  greatly  enhanced."  It  is  fur- 
ther charged  that : 

"As  steps  In  the  development  of  this  Illegal  combination,  and  in 
fortberance  of  its  illegal  purposes,  the  defendants  herein  named,  or 
some  of  them,  engaged  in  and  became  parties  to  the  foUowing  addi- 
tional acta,  schemes,  and  contracts,  among  others,  in  violation  of  the 
aforesaid  act  of  July  2,  1899.*' 

The  additional  acts,  schemes,  and  contracts  described  in 
the  petition  are  the  four  combinations  already  considered 
and  one  other,  namely,  that  in  the  year  1899,  after  the  aban- 
donment of  the  projected  New  York,  Wyoming  &  Western 
Bailroad,  and  after  the  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  had 
caused  to  be  organized,  under  tiie  laws  of  the  skate  of  New 
York,  the  Delaware  Valley  &  Kingston  Railroad  Company, 
the  Erie  Bailroad  CcHnpany,  through  the  agency  of  the  bank- 
ing house  of  J.  P.  Morgan  &  Co.,  and  in  violation  of  the 
Anti-Trust  Act,  acquired  nearly  all  the  capital  stock  of 
the  PennfiP^lvania  Coal  Company  and  the  Delaware  Valley 
&  Kingston  Railroad  Company,  and  thereby  defeated  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  railroad  of  the  Delaware  Valley 
&  Kingston  Bailroad  Company  from  the  Wyoming  region 
to  tide  water. 

I  have  not  separately  considered  the  charge  that  the  Erie 
Bailroad  Company's  acquisition  of  the  capital  stocks  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  and  the  Delaware  Valley  & 
KiBgstoii  Bailroad  Company  created  an  unlawful  combina- 
tion for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  specific  prayer  in  the 
petition  for  relief  as  to  that  particular  transaction.  It  seems 
to  have  been  embodied  in  the  petition  merely  because  it  was 
supposed  to  have  been  one  of  the  ''steps"  in  aid  of  the 
alleged  general  combination  or  conspiracy.  Nor  have  I  sep- 
arately considered  the  %pquisition,  in  1905,  of  the  capital 
stock  of  Coxe  Bros.  &  Co.  by  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad 
Company,  concerning  which  much  is  said  in  the  proofs  and 
the  briefe,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  mentioned  in  the  peti- 
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tion,  and  must  therefore  be  considered  merely  as  a  part  of 
the  proofs  relating  to  the  general  charge. 

What  we  are  asked  to  do  is  to  find  that  in  1895  the  defend- 
ants '^entered  into  an  agreement,  scheme,  combination,  or 
conspiracy  "  of  the  broad  sweep  above  mentioned,  and  that 
in  the  development  of  it  they  used  '^  as  steps  "  the  Erie  and 
Susquehanna  combination  of  1898,  the  Temple  Iron  com- 
bination of  1899,  the  Erie  and  Pennsylvania  Coal  .CkHnpany 
combination  of  1899,  the  combination  formed  through  the 
instrumentality  of  the  65  per  cent  contracts  in  1900,  and  the 
Beading  and  Central  combination  of  1901.  We  are  also 
asked  to  consider  the  acquisition  of  the  capital  stock  of  Coxe 
Bros.  &  Co.  by  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company,  in 
1905,  as  an  element  of  proof  to  support  the  charge  of  a  gen- 
eral combination  or  conspiracy.  But  there  is  no  satisfactory 
proof  that  these  combinations  were  parts  of  or  steps  to  a 
scheme,  entered  into  by  the  defendants  generally,  for  the 
control  of  the  anthracite  coal  business.  They  were  independ- 
ent combinations,  [497]  the  first  of  them  having  been  cre- 
ated three  years,  and  the  last  ten  years  after  it  is  alleged  the 
general  combination  or  conspiracy  was  formed.  What  "  con- 
tract, combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  con- 
spiracy," for  example,  existed  amongst  the  defendants  gen- 
erally for  the  purchase  by  the  Beading  Company  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Central  ?  These  combinations  can  not  be 
tied  together  in  one  gigantic  trust  or  conspiracy  without 
proof.  They  have  no  common  board  of  control,  no  common 
scheme  of  managing  their  affairs,  and  no  common  business 
interests.  Each  of  them  is  wholly  separate  from  and  inde- 
pendent of  the  others.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  proofs  fail  to 
show  the  existence  of  a  general  combination  or  conspiracy 
of  the  nature  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Finding  no  ground,  under  the  petition  as  it  is  framed,  on 
which  any  part  of  the  relief  prayed  for  can  be  granted,  I 
think  a  decree  should  be  entered  dismissing  the  petiticm  on 
the  merits  as  to  the  first,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  combina- 
tions above  mentioned.  As  to  the  second  combination,  the 
one  known  as  the  Temple  Iron  combination,  I  think  the 
petition  should  be  dismissed  without  prejudice. 
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Syllabns. 

Per  curiam:  The  result  of  the  foregoing  opinions  is  that 
the  court  unanimously  agree  that  the  petition  should  be  dis- 
missed :  (1)  As  to  the  charge  in  paragraph  7b  of  the  petition 
concerning  the  acquisition  by  the  Erie  Railroad  Company  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  New  York,  Susquehanna  &  Western 
Bailroad  Company;  (2)  as  to  the  charge  in  paragraph  7c 
concerning  the  acquisition  by  the  Beading  Company  of  the 
majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Central  Bailroad  Com- 
pany of  New  Jersey;  and  (3)  as  to  the  general  charge  of  a 
combination  or  conspiracy  in  violation  of  the  anti-trust  act 
of  July  2,  1890,  in  the  development  of  which  it  is  charged 
the  other  combinations  set  forth  in  the  petition  were  used, 
as  steps,  set  forth  in  paragraph  7  of  the  petition. 

A  majority  of  the  court  hold  that  the  petition  should  be 
dismissed  as  to  the  charge  in  paragraph  7a  of  the  petition 
concerning  the  so-called  66  per  cent  contracts. 

A  majority  of  the  court  also  hold  that  the  charge  of  an 
illegal  combination  in  respect  of  the  matters  relating  to  the 
Temple  Iron  Company  set  forth  in  paragraph  7d  of  the  peti- 
tion should  be  sustained,  and  that  the  injunction  or  restrain- 
ing order  specifically  prayed  for  in  the  petition  should  be 
granted  so  far  as  it  will  serve  to  prevent  and  restrain  a  con- 
tinuing violation  of  the  act. 

Counsel  will  be  heard  as  to  the  form  of  a  decree. 


[6481    MEEKER  v.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  B.  CO.* 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals^  Second  Circuit    December  2,  1910.) 

[183  Fed.  Rep.,  54a] 

MoNOPOLncs  (S  28) — Combiitatioits  in  Restraint  of  Intebstats  Com- 
merce— ^Action  fob  Damages. — ^A  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover 
treble  damages  under  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  S 
7,  26  Stat.  210  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3202),  which  alleges  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  between  defendant  and  other  inter- 
state railroad  companies  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  in  anthracite  coal  in  violation  of  sections  1  and  2  of  the 

«  For  opinion  of  Circuit  Court  (162  Fed.  Rep.  854)  see  ante,  p.  380. 
See  also,  175  Fed.  Rep.  820. 
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act,  which,  afl  alleged,  was  carried  into  effect  (1)  by  Increasing  the 
price  of  coal  at  the  mines,  through  ownership  by  the  conspirators 
of  the  coal  companies,  and  (2)  by  increasing  the  charge  for  trans- 
portation of  coal  to  New  York,  00  that  the  two  together  exceeded 
the  tidewater  prie%,  and  which  contains  a  sofilclent  allegation  of 
damage  to  plaintiff  in  his  business  as  a  coal  dealer,  states  a  cause 
of  action  under  the  act  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Circuit 
Court,  the  gist  of  the  action  being  the  unlawful  conspiracy,  and  the 
fact  that  one  of  the  means  for  carrying  it  into  effect  was  an  Increase 
in  freight  rates,  t3ie  reasonableness  of  which  per  se  must  first  be 
determined  under  the  provisions  [M0]  of  Interstate  Oommerce  Act 
Feb.  4,  1887,  c  IM,  Zi  Stat  879  (U.  S.  Comp.  St  1001,  p.  8154),  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  not  constituting  any  ground 
for  depriving  plaintiff  of  the  right  of  action  expressly  given  by  the 
Anti-Trust  Act« 

[Ed.  Note.-«-Fer  other  cases,  see  Ifonopolfes,  Cent  Dig.  §18; 
Dee.  Dig.  S  2a] 
CouBTS  (S  406) — Fbdebal  Coubts^Juusdiotion  ot  Cibouit  Coukt  or 
Appeals. — The  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Circuit  Court, 
when  not  the  sole  question  determined,  is  reviewable  by  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  under  Act  Mardi  3,  1891,  C.  617,  i  6,  26  Stat  828 
(U.  8.  Comp.  St  1001,  p.  640),  on  a  writ  of  error  bringtag  np  the 
whole  case. 

[Bd.  Nota— For  other  cases,  see  Courts,  Cent  Dig.  H 1007-1103; 
Dec.  Dig.  S  406. 

Jurisdiction  of  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  general*  see  notes  to 
Law  Ova  Bew  v.  Vntted  Btatet,  1  C.  C.  A.  6;  United  States  Freehold, 
Land  d  Bm.  Co.  v.  Oalleffoa,  82  C.  C.  A.  476.  Review  of  jurisdlctioD 
of  Circuit  Oonrt,  see  note  to  Ewc^Mor  Wooden-Pipe  Co.  ▼.  Pacifie 
Bridge  Co.,  48  C.  C  A.  861.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  District  of  New  York. 

Action  at  law  by  Henry  E.  Meeker,  as  surviving  partner, 
etc.,  against  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company.  Judg- 
ment (175  Fed.  820)  for  defendant,  and  plaintiff  brings 
error.    Reversed. 

"Writ  of  error  to  review  a  final  Jndgment  of  the  drenit  Oonrt, 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  sustaining  a  demurrer  to,  and  dla- 
missing,  an  amended  complaint  upon  tbe  ground  tliat  It  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

"The  action  was  brought  to  recover  treble  damages  under  the 
federal  antl-tmst  statute  (Act  July  2,  lS80t  c  M7,  1 7,  28  Stat  210 
[U.  S.  Cknnp.  8t  1901,  p.  8202]). 

•  Qyllabus  copyrighted,  1911,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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*  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  and  his  predeceseors  have 
been  engaged  in  the  city  of  New  York  in  the  business  of  baying,  ship- 
ping, and  selling  anthracite  coal ;  that  this  coal  can  be  obtained  only 
in  a  limited  area  in  Pennsylvania ;  that  the  greater  x>art  of  the  anthra- 
cite coal  product  is  shipped  to  New  York  City;  that  the  only  means 
of  shipping  coal  from  the  anthracite  regions  to  New  York  is  over  the 
lines  of  the  defendant  railroad  company  and  certain  other  railroad 
companies  designated  as  the  'Anthracite  Companies';  that  these 
companies  have  for  many  years  owned  and  controlled  large  tracts  of 
coal  lands  in  said  regions  and  have  for  many  years  been  engaged, 
either  directly  or  through  the  control  of  coal  companies,  in  mining  and 
dealing  in  anthracite  coal,  and  control  the  eastern  market  for  a  very 
large  part  of  such  coal  annually  mined. 

**  The  complaint  further  alleges  that  prior  to  1001  the  plaintiff  and 
other  independent  shippers  were  able  to,  and  did,  purchase  coal  in 
said  anthracite  regions  .at  varying  competitive  prices  and  arranged 
for  its  transportation  to  New  York  by  the  various  anthracite  com- 
panies at  varying  competitive  charges,  but  that  in  that  year  said  cor- 
porutions,  including  the  defendant,  '  conspired  and  combined  together 
to  increase  the  prices  of  anthracite  coal  at  the  mines  and  the  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  such  coal  from  the  mines  in  Pennsylvania  to 
New  York  tidewater  to  such  a  point  as  would  enable  them  to  monopo- 
lize the  trade  and  commerce  in  anthracite  coal  between  the  said  states, 
and,  by  driving  all  independent  Clippers  out  of  business,  to  obtain 
exclusive  control  of  such  business  and  to  control  absolutely,  especially 
in  the  New  York  market,  the  market  price  of  anthracite  coal;  and 
they  have  ever  since  maintained  such  conspiracy  and  combination/ 

*<The  complaint  further  alleges  that  the  instrumentality  employed 
to  make  said  company  effective  was  the  Temple  Iron  Company,  a 
mining  corporation,  [560]  all  the  stock  of  which  was  owned  by  the 
Anthracite  Companies;  that  the  directors  of  this  corporation  were 
officials  of  the  Anthracite  Companies;  and  that  these  persons,  while 
ostensibly  acting  as  directors,  really  met  and  acted  for  the  purpose  of 
considering  the  most  effective  means  of  insuring  the  success  of  the 
conspiracy. 

''It  further  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  conspiracy  was  carried 
into  effect  by  Increasing  the  price  to  be  paid  for  coal  at  the  breakers 
or  mines  to  65  per  cent  of  the  tidewater  prices  and  by  charging  40 
per  cent  of  the  tidewater  prices  for  transportation  to  New  York  tide- 
water. '  This  increase  in  price  at  the  mines,'  so  the  complaint  alleges, 
'  was  made  so  that  the  independent  shippers  would  not  then  or  at  any 
time  subsequently  be  able  to  sell  anthracite  ooal  in  the  New  York 
market,  in  competition  with  the  coal  companies  owned  or  controlled 
by  the  Anthracite  Companies'  And  it  is  also  alleged  that,  while  the 
increased  charge  for  transportation  rendered  it  impossible  for  the 
coal  companies  owned  by  the  Anthracite  Companies  to  make  a  profit 
on  coal  shipped  to  New  York  tidewater,  yet  that  this  result  made  no 
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difference  to  the  Anthracite  Ck>mpanie8  ae  they  gained  what  the 
coal  companleB  lost 

"  The  complaint  also  alleges  that  as  a  result  of  the  conspiracy,  the 
Anthracite  Ck>mpanie8  have  gained  almost  exdusiYe  control  of  the 
New  York  market  for  anthracite  coal,  and,  farther,  contains  allega- 
tions of  damage  which  are  examined  in  the  opinion. 

"  The  original  complaint  in  this  action  was  demurred  to,  and  the 
demurrer  was  sustained  by  Judge  Ray  in  an  opinion  reported  in  102 
Fed.  354.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  filed  the  present  amended  com- 
plaint which  is  regarded  as  containing  materially  different  facts  from 
those  appearing  in  the  original  complaint*' 

Sheamtan  and  Sterling  (John  A.  Oarver  and  WiOiam  A. 
Olascowj  Jr.^  of  counsel) ,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Alexander  and  Oreen  (Frank  H.  Platt^  Allan  McCvUoh^ 
and  George  S.  Franklin^  of  counsel),  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Laoomre,  Wabd,  and  Notes,  Circuit  Judges. 

NoT£S,  Circuit  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above)  : 

The  complaint  sets  forth  a  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  and  other  railroad  companies  to  force  independent 
dealers  in  anthracite  coal  out  of  the  field  and  to  obtain  con- 
trol of  the  market  for  that  product  This  conspiracy  was 
carried  into  effect,  it  is  alleged,  (1)  by  increasing  the  price 
paid  at  the  mines,  and  (2)  by  increasing  the  charge  for  trans- 
portation so  that  the  two  together  exceeded  the  tide-water 
price.  Obviously  independent  dealers  could  not  do  business 
when  the  cost  of  buying  coal  and  getting  it  to  market  was 
105  per  cent  of  the  market  price. 

These  averments  clearly  state  a  violation  of  the  federal 
anti-trust  statute.  A  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate 
commerce,  as  well  as  a  conspiracy  in  constraint  of  such  com- 
merce, is  charged.  But  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that 
every  violation  of  the  statute  gives  rise  to  a  cause  of  action 
under  its  seventh  section.  The  plaintiff  must  show  that  he 
has  sustained  damage  by  the  violation.  And  here  the  de- 
fendant contends  that  the  only  damages  which  the  plaintiff 
claims  are  those  arising  from  unreasonable  transportation 
charges,  and  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  is 
the  tribunal  to  which  resort  must  be  had  in  the  first  instance 
to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  such  charges. 
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[661]  It  is  well  settled  that  a  shipper  seeking  reparaticm 
based  upon  the  unreasonableness  of  a  freight  rate  must,  pri- 
marily, seek  redress  through  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission. Texas^  etCy  R.  Co.  v.  AhUene  Cotton  Oil  Co.^  204 
U.  S.  426,  27  Sup.  Ct.  860,  51  L.  Ed.  658.  See,  also,  BalH- 
morey  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pitcaim  Coal  Co.^  215  U.  S.  481,  80  Sup. 
Ct  164,  54  L.  Ed.  292,  and  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Wtck- 
anre  Steel  Co.  v.  New  York  Central^  etc.^  R.  Co.  (decided  in 
June,  1910)  181  Fed.  816. 

The  difficulty  lies  in  the  application  of  this  rule  here. 
The  plaintiff  is  not  seeking  redress  as  a  shipper.  It  is  not 
alleged  that  the  defendant  carried  any  coal  for  him  or  that 
he  offered  any  for  shipment  The  defendant  is  not  sued  as  a 
carrier,  but  as  a  party  to  an  unlawful  conspiracy.  The  un- 
reasonableness of  the  railroad  rate  was  only  one  of  the  means 
employed  to  make  the  conspiracy  effective.  The  increase  of 
the  price  at  the  mines  was  as  essential  to  that  result  as  the  in- 
crease in  the  transportation  charge.  That  the  interstate  com- 
merce act  (Act  Feb.  4, 1887,  c  104, 24  Stat  879  [U.  S.  Comp. 
St  1901,  p.  3154] )  creates  a  tribunal  to  which  shippers  must 
resort,  primarily,  for  relief  against  excessive  freight  charges, 
is  no  reason  why  a  person  injured  by  an  unlawful  conspiracy 
cannot  invoke  the  relief  ezpressely  granted  by  another  and 
later  federal  statute.  It  might  as  well  be  claimed  that  the 
United  States  cannot  proceed  against  a  combination  of  rail- 
road companies  to  fix  rates  until  the  reasonableness  of  such 
rates  has  been  passed  upon  by  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Com- 
mission. Yet  combinations  of  that  nature  were  enjoined  in 
the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association  case^  166  U.  S.  290, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  540, 41  L.  Ed.  1007,  and  in  the  Joint  Traffic  Asso- 
ciation case,  171  U.  S.  605, 19  Sup.  Ct.  25, 43  L.  Ed.  259. 

It  is  true  that  the  courts  in  determining  as  one  of  the  ele- 
ments of  a  conspiracy  case  the  reasonableness  of  freight  rates 
might  pass  upon  the  same  question  which  would  be  presented 
to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  by  a  shipper  pro- 
ceeding under  the  act  to  regulate  commerce.  But  the  possi- 
bility of  want  of  uniformity  in  decisions  constitutes  no 
ground  for  denying  to  an  injured  person  a  right  of  action 
granted  by  a  statute  of  the  United  States  separate  and  dis- 
tinct from  that  act,  however  weighty  such  consideration 
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nxight  be  in  determining  whether  the  oommon-Iaw  rights  of  a 
shipper  and  the  right  to  demand  damages  given  by  the  inter- 
state commeroe  act  itself  are  subjected  to  its  other  provisions. 
Obviously  the  same  possibility  would  exist  in  case  of  proceed- 
ings by  the  government  to  enjoin  unlawful  railroad  com- 
binations. 

It  is  also  contended  by  the  defendant  that,  if  the  object  of 
the  conspiracy  were  to  drive  the  plaintiff  and  other  inde- 
pendent shippers  out  of  the  market,  the  complaint  does  not 
allege  any  damages. 

We  think,  however,  that  the  allegations  of  damages,  al- 
though somewhat  general,  are  sufficient  to  stand  the  test  of 
demurrer.  It  is  stated  that  prior  to  the  conspiracy  the  busi- 
ness of  the  plaintiff  was  extensive  and  profitable,  but  that 
since  the  conspiracy  became  effective  such  business  has  been 
greatly  curtailed  and  has  been  conducted  either  at  a  loss  or 
at  only  a  small  profit.  The  nature  of  the  injuries  is  fairly 
[563]  set  forth,  and  the  only  inference  possible  from  the  all<»- 
gations  is  that  the  damages  arose  as  the  direct  consequence  of 
the  conspiracy  charged. 

The  complaint  is  held  to  state  a  cause  of  action  under  the 
federal  Anti-Trust  statute.  It  follows  that  the  demurrer  was 
erroneously  sustained  by  the  Circuit  C!ourt. 

But  it  is  contended  that  this  court  has  no  power  to  reverse 
the  judgment  because  a  jurisdictional  question  was  deter- 
mined by  the  Circuit  Court,  reviewable  only  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  The  demurrer,  however,  was 
sustained  upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint  failed  to  state 
a  cause  of  action,  not  because  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction. 
Even  if  it  were  necessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint  ante- 
cedent action  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conmussion,  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  action.  The  failure  to  allege 
such  an  essential  fact  does  not  deprive  a  court  of  jurisdiction. 
And,  even  if  the  question  of  jurisdiction  were  before  the 
Circuit  Court,  it  was  not  the  sole  question  there,  and  it  came 
with  all  the  other  questions  in  the  case  for  the  determination 
of  this  court  upon  the  writ  of  error.  Boston  <b  Maine  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Gokey,  210  U.  S.  155,  28  Sup.  Ct.  657,  52  L.  Ed.  1002. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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[704]         LOEB  V.  EASTMAN  KODAK  CO. 

(Oircnit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circnit    Noyember  29,  1910.) 

[188  Fed.  R^.,  704.] 

MoNOPOLiEB  (I  28 — ^Fedbbal  Aim-TBUBT  Act— Action  fob  Dam- 
ages— INJUBY  TO  OOBPOBATION — ^RlOHT  OF   STOOKHOLDKBS  TO  SUB. — 

Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  I  7,  26  Stat.  210  (U.  8. 
Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  8202),  which  provides  that  "  any  person  who  shall 
be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other  person  or  corpo- 
ration [7051  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be 
unlawful  by  this  act  may  sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  ^  ^  •  and  shall  recoyer  three-fold  the  damages 
by  him  sustained,"  does  not  giye  a  right  of  action  to  a  stockholder 
or  creditor  of  a  corporation  by  reason  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy 
alleged  to  have  been  in  violation  of  the  act  and  to  have  caused  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  corporation  resulting  in  the  loss  of  plaintllTs 
stock  or  dei)t ;  the  right  of  action  in  such  case  being  in  the  corpora- 
tion or  its  trustee  in  bankruptcy.^ 

[Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Monopolies,  Cent.  Dig.  I  18 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  28.] 

Plbamrg  (I  339) — WrrHDBAWAL  of  Plea  to  Fub  Dbmubbeb — ^Disobe- 
TiON  OF  CouBT. — It  is  within  the  discretion  of  a  federal  court  to 
permit  a  defendant  to  withdraw  a  plea  and  file  a  demurrer  on  such 
terms  as  to  costs  as  it  deems  Just 

[Bd.  Note — For  other  cases,  see  Pleading,  Cent  Dig.  I  1088 ;  Dec. 
Dig.  I  889.] 

Pleading  (I  286) — Amended  Pleadings — Discbetion  of  Cottbt. — 
Qranting  or  refusing  leave  to  a  plain tiflT  to  file  an  amended  state- 
ment of  claim  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and,  where 
the  application  is  to  file  an  amended  statement  containing  different 
counts  as  an  ^tirety,  the  court  may  properly  pass  on  it  as  an 
entirety. 

(Ed.  Note. — For  other  cases,  see  Pleading,  Dec.  Dig.  f  286.] 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Western  District  of  Peimsylvania. 

Action  at  law  by  S.  S.  Loeb  against  the  Eastman  Kodak 
Company.  Judgment  for  defendant,  and  plaintiff  brings 
error.    Affirmed. 

Joseph  A.  Lanfffitt^  H.  W.  Mclfvtosh^  and  WUliam  Kauf- 
man^ for  plaintiff  in  error. 

*  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1911,  by  West  Publishing  Company. 
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William  M.  Robinson  and  David  A.  Reed  (M.  B.  PkUipp, 
Walter  S.  HubbeUj  and  Reed^  Smithy  Shaw  and  Bealj  of 
coiinsel),  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Buffington  and  Lakninq,  Circuit  Judges,  and 
Cboss,  District  Judge. 

Cbo68,  District  Judge. 

This  action  was  instituted  in  the  court  below  to  recover 
treble  damages  under  section  7  of  the  Sherman  anti-trust 
act,  approved  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  210  (U.  S.  Comp. 
St  1901,  p.  3202) .    Section  7  is  as  follows : 

"Any  person  who. shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  de- 
clared to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defoidant  re- 
sides or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  In  controversy,  and 
shall  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs 
of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

The  suit  was  conunenced  February  23,  1909,  and  a  state- 
ment of  claim  filed  on  the  same  day.  The  pertinent  parts  of 
that  claim  are  as  follows: 

"  The  said  plaintiff  claims  damages  from  the  said  defendant  in  the 
sum  of  $45,505.80,  upon  a  cause  of  action  of  which  the  following  is  a 
statement : 

[706]  "At  divers  and  various  times  and  from  time  to  time  prior 
to  the  year  1902  and  in  the  years  1902,  1903,  1904,  and  1906,  the  de- 
fendant company  entered  into  various  contracts,  combinations  in 
the  form  of  trusts  and  otherwise,  and  conq[)iracies  In  the  restraint 
of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  with  American  Aristotype  Company. 
Napera  Chemical  Company,  Photo  Materials  Company,  Blair  Camera 
Company,  American  Camera  Manufacturing  Company,  Kirkland 
Lithium  Paper  Company,  Rochester  Optical  Company,  Century 
Camera  Company,  Rochester  Panoramic  Camera  Company,  Seed  Dry 
Plate  Company,  Standard  Dry  Plate  Company,  Stanley  Dry  Plate 
Company,  and  Tapprell  &  Loomis  Company,  and  divers  other  persons, 
firms,  and  corporations  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  and  by  means  of 
said  contracts,  combinations,  and  conspiracies  the  defendant  attempted 
to  monopolize,  and  did  monopolise,  the  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
in  cameras,  films,  photographic  dry  plates,  photographic  papers*  and 
all  other  sorts,  kinds,  and  descriptions  of  photogiaplile  supplies.  The 
said  contracts,  combinations,  and  consipiracieB,  and  the  monopoly 
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ther^y  established,  continued  thronghont  and  dnrkig  the  years  1902, 
1903,  1904,  and  1905,  and  stlU  continue,  and  the  said  monopoly  has 
become  more  complete  and  stronger  from  time  to  time  as  more  and 
more  of  said  illegal  contracts,  combinations,  and  conspiracies  haye 
been  entered  into. 

**  The  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Company  was  a  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  for  the  purpose  of  manu- 
facturing and  selling  photographic  supplies  of  all  descriptions,  in- 
cluding all  of  the  articles  which  the  said  defendant  was  monopolizing, 
and  attempting  to  monopolize  as  hereinabove  set  forth.  The  business 
of  the  said  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Company  had  been  established  by  a 
partnership  of  the  same  name  which  was  Incorporated  In  or  about 
June  27,  1902.  Its  place  of  business  was  No.  5907  Baum  street,  in 
the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  and  was  continued  therein  unti!  January, 
1906,  when  it  was  thrown  Into  involuntary  bankruptcy,  upon  petition 
filed  by  the  said  defendant,  the  said  Rochester  Optical  Company,  and 
the  said  Century  Camera  Company,  at  No.  3,121  in  bankruptcy,  in 
the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  Western  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, upon  which  petition  it  was  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt.  Its 
property  seized  upon  by  a  receiver  appointed  by  said  court,  at  the 
Instance  of  said  defendant  and  Its  co-petltloners,  and  sold  at  prices 
far  below  its  real  value.  On  distribution  of  the  fund  realized  In 
said  proceedings,  only  the  costs  of  administration,  state  taxes,  and 
about  29  per  cent  of  the  wage  claims  were  paid,  leaving  absolutely 
nothing  for  distribution  to  the  balance  of  wage  claims,  rent,  unse- 
cured creditors  and  stockholders — ^all  of  which,,  upon  reference  to 
said  bankruptcy  proceedings,  will  fully  and  at  large  appear. 

"PlaintiflT  was  a  stockholder  in  said  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Com- 
pany on  the  date  of  filing  of  said  petition  In  bankruptcy  to  the  extent 
of  162  shares,  par  value  $50  per  share,  and  said  stock  was  worth  the 
full  par  value  thereof  prior  to  the  completion  by  the  defendant  of 
the  said  Illegal  monopoly;  plaintiff  was  also  an  unsecured  creditor 
for  moneys  loaned  and  advanced  by  him  to  said  bankrupt  to  the 
amount  of  $1,200.  PlalntiflT  had  also  satisfied  out  of  his  own  funds 
the  rent  daim  against  said  bankrupt,  amounting  to  $229,  taking  an 
assignment  thereof  from  the  claimants.  Plaintiff  had  also  satisfied 
out  of  his  own  funds  the  claim  of  John  Nunlist  for  wages  due  from 
said  bankrupt  amounting  to  $81.50  and  claim  of  Carrie  Hartz,  also 
for  wages,  due  from  said  bankrupt,  amounting  to  $80,  and  received 
in  distribution  on  account  of  the  former  claim  $15.80  and  on  account 
of  the  latter  $11.71,  thus  sustaining  a  loss  of  $133.99  on  these  accounta 
And  plaintiff  has  also  a  claim  for  wages  due  to  himself  from  said 
bankrupt  amounting  to  $615.36,  upon  which  he  received  $109.75,  thus 
losing  $505.61.  And  plaintiff  was  also  injured  and  damaged  In  his 
personal  credit  and  in  divers  other  ways  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy 
and  failure  of  said  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Company,  to  the  amount 
of  $6,000. 
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"Plaintiff  farther  avera  that  the  boalnefis  of  the  Liberty  Photo 
Supply  Oomfiany  was  totally  mined  and  destroyed  by  the  defendant 
as  the  direct  and  immediate  result  of  the  illegal  monopoly  established 
by  defendant  in  the  said  articles  of  Interstate  trade  and  commerce 
by  reason  of  the  said  illegal  contracts,  combinations,  and  conspiracies." 

[707]  The  grievances  of  the  plaintiff  summarized  were 
that  the  defendant,  by  means  of  its  alleged  illegal  monopoly, 
had  ruined  the  business  of  the  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Com- 
pany, a  corporation,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  suffered  the  total  loss  of  his  shares  of 
stock  therein;  also,  that  he  had  claims  against  the  company 
which  for  the  same  reason  were  rendered  worthless  and  a 
total  loss,  and  that  he  was  further  injured  in  his  personal 
credit  and  in  divers  other  ways ''  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy 
and  failure  of  the  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Company."  Sub- 
sequently the  defendant  filed  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to  the  plain- 
tiff's statement  of  claim.  Numerous  other  steps  and  proceed- 
ings in  the  suit  were  thereafter  had  and  taken,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  set  forth  in  detail.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  case  proceeded  so  far  upon  the  issues  joined  therein  that 
an  ex  parte  rule  to  take  depositions  had  been  entered  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  considerable  testimony  taken  thereunder,  when 
on  December  10,  1909,  the  defendant  presented  a  petition  to 
the  court  in  which  the  action  was  pending,  asking  leave  to 
withdraw  its  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  to  file  a  demurrer  to  the 
statement  of  claim.  The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  petition ; 
but  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  subsequently,  after 
argument  upon  the  merits  of  the  petition,  the  court  granted 
its  prayer  and  permitted  the  defendant  to  withdraw  its  plea, 
and  file  a  demurrer  upon  terms,  however,  that  the  defendant 
should  pay  all  costs  incurred  to  the  date  of  the  order.  It 
should  be  noted  at  this  point  that,  before  argument  was  had 
on  the  demurrer,  the  plaintiff  on  his  part  applied  to  the  court 
for  permission  to  file  an  amended  statement  of  claim  of  the 
form  then  presented,  and  that  argument  was  heard  upon  this 
application  at  the  same  time  that  it  was  heard  upon  the  de- 
murrer. Subsequently  the  court  denied  the  application  for 
leave  to  file  the  amended  statement  of  claim,  sustained  the 
demurrer  to  the  original  statement,  and  entered  judgment 
thereon  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 
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The  demnrrer  was  based  upon  the  following  grounds: 

"  First.  The  statement  of  claim  does  not  aver  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty or  deflnitenees  any  nnlawfnl  or  tortious  act  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant 

"  Second.  The  statement  of  claim  does  not  show  the  nature  of  the 
alleged  conspiracy  or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade. 

"Third.  The  statement  of  claim  shows  no  causal  relation  betweoi 
the  alleged  unlawful  or  tortious  acts  of  the  defendant  and  the  all^^ed 
injury  suffered  by  the  plaintiff. 

"  Fourth.  The  statenieut  of  claim  shows  that  the  cause  of  action,  if 
any,  on  the  allegations  of  the  statement  of  claim,  is  in  the  Liberty 
Photo  Supply  Company  or  its  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  not  in  the 
plaintiff. 

"Fifth.  The  plaintiff  has  no  standing,  either  as  a  stockholder, 
director,  oflScer,  employee,  or  creditor  of  the  Liberty  Photo  SiiK^ly 
Company  to  maintain  this  action. 

**  Sixth.  The  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by  the  plaintiff 
as  stockholder,  director,  officer,  employee,  or  creditor  of  the  Liberty 
Photo  Supply  Company,  or  otherwise,  are  too  remote.  Indirect,  conse- 
quential, and  uncertain  to  support  an  action  against  the  defendant. 

"  Seventh.  This  action  is  a  collateral  attack  upon  the  petition  and 
adjudication  in  bankruptcy  of  the  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Company 
and  the  other  proceedings  in  said  action  in  bankruptcy. 

"Eighth.  The  judgment  in  the  bankruptcy  proceedings  mentioned 
in  the  statement  of  claim  is  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff  as  to  the 
existence  of  the  allegations  of  the  statement  of  claim  and  is  conclusive 
against  the  plain  [  708  ]tiff*8  claim  that  said  petition  was  filed  in  pur- 
suance of,  or  said  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  was  obtained  as  a  result 
of,  u  combination  or  conspiracy  by  this  defendant. 

"  Ninth.  The  alleged  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant  are  presumed 
to  have  been  set  up  in  defense  of  said  petition  in  bankruptcy,  and  that 
by  the  adjudication  in  that  action  the  plaintiff  Is  precluded  from  as- 
serting them  here." 

The  amended  statement  of  claim  which  the  plaintiff  asked 
leave  of  the  court  to  file  sets  forth  the  same  cause  of  action 
as  the  original  statement,  but  in  a  more  precise  and  ampli- 
fied form.  Among  other  things,  it  alleges  that  there  were 
additional  persons,  firms,  and  corporations  with  which  the 
defendant  had  combined  and  conspired,  in  establishing  the 
illegal  monopoly  complained  of.  It  also  amplified  the  meth- 
ods whereby  the  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  its  monopoly, 
Injured  and  destroyed  the  business  of  the  Liberty  Photo 
Supply  Company,  and  thereby  injured  the  plaintiff.  It  fur- 
ther alleged  that,  in  the  scehdules  filed  by  the  bankrupt  com- 
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pany,  there  was  exhibited  a  daim  against  the  defendant 
which  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  never  asserted  by  suit  or 
otherwise,  although  requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do;  also, 
that  the  trustee  had  filed  his  final  account,  been  discharged, 
and  the  bankruptcy  case  closed ;  that  the  bankrupt  had  ceased 
doing  business  since  the  date  when  the  petition  in  bank- 
ruptqr  was  filed  against  it;  and  that  it  had  no  organization 
or  assets  and  had  never  been  discharged  in  bankruptcy.  The 
proposed  amended  statement  of  daim  also  contained  a  new 
count  setting  up  other  damages  alleged  to  have  been  directly 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  through  and  by  means  of  the  ille- 
gal acts  of  the  defendant.  The  gravamen  of  this  count  was 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  engaged  in  the  year  1894,  and 
prior  thereto,  in  business  as  a  photographer,  and  had  con- 
tinued therein  to  the  present  time;  that  in  the  prosecution 
of  his  said  business  he  used  large  quantities  of  photographic 
materials  manufactured,  sold,  and  controlled  by  the  defend- 
ant; that,  by  reason  of  its  illegal  monopoly  therein,  it  con- 
trolled and  raised  the  prices  thereof  and  imposed  thereon 
illegal  and  unreasonable  terms  of  sale,  whereby  plaintiff  was 
compelled  to  pay  for  such  materials  large  sums  of  mooey  in 
excess  of  the  prices  which  he  paid  therefor  prior  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  said  illegal  monopoly,  whereby,  and  as  a  direct 
result  of  such  monopoly,  he  was  damaged  by  the  defendant  to 
the  amount  of  $1,000. 

The  main  point  in  the  case,  however,  is  whether  the  plain- 
tiff can  recover  for  the  loss  of  his  stock  in  the  Liberty  Photo 
Supply  Company,  and  of  his  claim  as  a  creditor  of  that  cor- 
poration, under  section  7  of  the  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act. 

The  further  point  was  raised  in  various  forms  by  the  de- 
murrer that  the  statement  of  claim  did  not  aver  with  rea- 
sonable certainty  any  illegal  act  of  the  defendant,  or  show 
the  nature  of  the  alleged  conspiracy  or  combination  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  or  show  any  causal  relation  between  the  al- 
leged illegal  acts  of  the  defendant  and  the  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  suffered  by  the  plaintiff.  In  these  respects  the 
statement  is  open  to  serious  criticism,  even  if  it  is  not  &tal]y 
defective,  and  the  objections  thus  made  would  require  care- 
ful consideration  were  it  not  for  the  view,  unfavorable  to  the 
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plaintiff,  that  we  have  taken  of  the  main  point,  which  we 
shall  now  proceed  to  consider. 

[709]  A  right  of  action  is  given,  by  section  7  of  the  stat- 
ute above  referred  to,  to  '^  any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in 
his  business  or  property,  by  any  other  person  or  corporation 
by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful 
by  this  act."  By  a  subsequent  section  the  word  ^^  person  "  is 
declared  to  include  a  corporation.  Admittedly  the  words  of 
the  statute  are  comprehensive.  Prior  to  the  statute,  how- 
ever, a  stockholder  in  a  corporation  would  have  been  without 
direct  relief  for  an  injury  to  his  stock,  through  a  wrong  done 
to  the  corporation.  The  remedy  for  such  an  injury  resided 
in  the  first  instance,  solely  in  the  corporation.  By  means  of 
such  a  suit  it  could  have  enforced  the  rights  and  redressed 
the  wrongs  of  each  of  its  stockholders.  The  statute  above 
referred  to  was  passed,  as  we  must  assume,  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  existing  law  in  that  respect.  We  have  no  reason  to 
suppose,  much  less  to  assume,  that  it  was  intended  thereby 
to  run  contrary  to  the  settled  policy  of  the  law.  Such  an  as- 
sumption would  require  us  to  believe  that  the  act  was  in- 
tended, among  other  things,  to  multiply  suits.  Certainly  it 
is  not  apparent  that  the  act  was  intended  to  or  did  confer 
upon  hundreds  or  thousands  of  stockholders  individual  rights 
of  action  when  their  wrongs  could  have  been  equally  well 
and  far  more  economically  redressed  by  a  single  suit  in  the 
name  of  the  corporation.  Moreover,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  receive  any  direct  injury  from  the  alleged 
illegal  acts  of  the  defendant.  No  conspiracy  or  combination 
against  him  as  a  stockholder  or  creditor  is  alleged.  The  in- 
jury complained  of  was  directed  at  the  corporation,  and  not 
the  individual  stockholder.  Hence  any  injury  which  he,  as 
a  stockholder,  received  was  indirect,  remote,  and  conse- 
quential. If  a  stockholder  could  successfully  maintain  such 
a  suit,  why  not  any  creditor  of  the  corporation?  A  creditor 
would  apparently  be  injured  in  the  same  way  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  a  stockholder,  assuming  that  their  interests  were 
equal.  Indeed,  the  claim  demurred  to  assumes  that  both  are 
equally  injured,  since  the  plaintiff  sued  not  only  for  dam- 
ages for  alleged  injuries  to  his  rights  as  a  stockholder,  but 
also  as  a  creditor  of  the  Liberty  Photo  Supply  Company. 
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There  must  exist  some  barrier  which  will  effectually  pre- 
vent such  a  multiplicity  of  suits  as  the  plaintiff's  position 
suggests,  and  we  believe  not  only  that  that  barrier  exists,  but 
that  it  is  found  now  just  where  it  was  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  in  question.  To  illustrate,  before  bankruptcy  a  right 
of  action,  of  the  character  in  question,  resided,  as  we  have 
said,  in  the  corporation,  and  subsequent  to  bankruptcy  we 
think  it  equally  clear  that  it  resided  in  the  trustee.  It  was 
suggested,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  a  trustee 
in  bankruptcy  could  not  institute  such  an  action,  nor  could  a 
suit  in  equity  be  maintained  under  the  Sherman  Act.  The 
answer  is  obvious  even  if  we  assume  that  a  suit  of  the  sug- 
gested character  could  not  be  maintained  in  equity.  The 
stockholder  could  certainly  apply  to  the  court  lo  have  the 
trustee  instructed  to  bring  the  action,  and  the  court  could 
require  it  to  be  brought,  or  it  could  permit  the  stockholder 
to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  trustee  upon  indemnifying  the 
estate  against  the  costs  of  the  suit  Moreover,  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  herein  evidently  thought  that  the  trustee 
could  maintain  the  action,  for  in  his  proposed  [710]  amended 
statement  of  claim  he  alleges  that  he  requested  the  trustee 
to  bring  such  a  suit.  We  think  the  statement  of  claim  de- 
murred to  is  bad,  in  that  it  did  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
set  forth  a  cause  of  action  in  the  plaintiff.  This  view  is  in 
accordance  with  that  taken  by  Judge  Brown,  in  Ames  ▼. 
American  Telephone  <&  Telegraph  Company  (0.  C.)  166 
Fed.  820,  which  likewise  arose  upon  demurrer.  The  prin- 
ciples laid  down  in  that  case  are  sound,  and  the  clear  and 
able  reasoning  of  Judge  Brown  is  well  supported  by  the 
authorities  cited,  to  which  others  might  be  added  upon  some 
of  the  points,  were  it  necessary. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in 
allowing  the  defendant  to  withdraw  its  plea  and  file  a  de* 
murrer,  likewise  in  denying  the  plaintiff's  application  to 
rescind  such  permissi(Mi  after  it  had  been  granted.  This 
was  a  matter  which  rested  entirely  in  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  we 
think  that  it  was  not  only  permissible,  but  proper,  to  grant 
such  leave.  When  the  plaintiff's  statement  of  claim  was 
first  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court,  if  it  appeared  that 
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the  plaintiff  had  misconceived  his  rights,  and  that  he  had 
no  cause  of  action,  it  would  se^n  that  the  interests  of  the 
parties  and  the  speedy  administration  of  justice  were  alike 
furthered  by  permitting  the  question  to  be  raised  and  de- 
cided at  once,  thereby  saving  costs  and  expense  to  the  parties. 
The  action  of  the  learned  judge  in  the  premises  should  be 
commended  rather  than  censured.  Had  the  case  been  per- 
mitted to  go  to  trial,  the  same  result  would,  in  our  judgment, 
have  ultimately  been  attained. 

In  Baltimore  <&  0.  H.  Co.  v.  Camp,  81  Fed.  807, 26  C.  C.  A. 
626,  and  DeaJdns  v.  Lee,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,697,  answers  were 
permitted  to  be  withdrawn  and  demurrers  filed,  and  in 
Eherle  v.  Moore  et  al.,  66  U.  S.  147, 16  L.  Ed.  612,  the  court 
below  was  sustained  in  granting  permission  to  the  defendant 
to  withdraw  a  plea  in  bar  and  file  a  plea  in  abatement  In 
Spencer  v.  Lapsley,  20  How.  264,  16  L.  Ed.  902,  the  Circuit 
Court,  on  the  other  hand,  had  denied  an  application  by  a 
defendant  to  withdraw  his  plea  in  bar  and  file  a  plea  in 
abatement.  The  Supreme  Court  upheld  the  ruling  below 
and  said: 

"Tbls  court  bas  decided  that  such  applications  are  addressed  to 
tlie  Judicial  discretion  of  the  inferior  court,  and  its  decision  is  not 
open  for  reylsion  here.  It  has  decided  that  the  refusal  of  an  inferior 
court  to  aUow  a  plea  to  be  amended,  or  a  new  plea  to  be  filed,  or  to 
grant  a  new  trial  or  a  continuance,  or  to  reinstate  a  cause  which  has 
been  legally  dismissed,  cannot  be  questioned  for  error  in  this  court. 
Marine  Ins,  Co,  of  Alexandria  y.  Hodgson,  6  Cranch,  206  [8  L.  Ed. 
200] ;  ^rinifiM  y.  Hundley,  6  How.  1  [12  L.  Ed.  310].'* 

The  only  remaining  assignment  of  error  which  requires 
consideration  alleges  that  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  refus- 
ing the  motion  to  amend  the  plaintiff's  statement  of  claim 
and  in  sustaining  the  demurrer.  This  assignment  is  not 
strictly  in  form,  since  it  alleges  two  distinct  and  independent 
grounds  of  error,  but,  waiving  that,  we  proceed  to  consider 
the  only  question  not  already  considered  as  to  whether  the 
court  erred  in  refusing  permission  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend 
its  statement  of  claim.  We  think  it  did  not.  The  propriety 
of  allowing  the  amendment  in  this  instance  also  rested  in 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  [711]  court,  and,  in  the  form  in 
which  the  application  was  presented,  the  judge  could  not  have 
done  otherwise  than  he  did.    The  proposed  statement  of 
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daim  contained  two  counts,  one  of  which  merely  restated  in 
a  more  amplified  and  specific  form  the  matters  contained  in 
the  original  claim.  Such  modifications  as  were  made  theron 
did  not  cure  the  vice  of  the  original  statement,  since,  as 
amended,  it  did  not  set  forth  a  valid  cause  of  action  in  the 
plaintiff.  The  amended  statement,  so  far  as  the  count  of 
which  we  are  speaking  is  concerned,  would  have  been  as 
open  to  demurrer  as  the  original.  It  is  true  that  the  amended 
statement  proposed  to  insert  a  new  count  of  the  character 
hereinabove  indicated;  but  no  application  was  made  to  the 
court  for  leave  to  file  this  count  by  itself,  so  that  the  court 
was  not  obliged  to  pass  upon  its  sufficiency.  The  applica- 
tion was  made  to  file  both  counts  as  an  entirety,  and  the  ap- 
plication could  properly  be  refused  or  granted  as  an  entirety. 

Furthermore,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  amplified  and 
amended  original  count  related  to  indirect  and  consequential 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  as  a 
stockholder  through  the  illegal  combinations  and  conspira- 
cies of  the  defendant,  while  the  new  or  additional  count 
pertained  to  certain  direct  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  in  his  own  business;  hence  it  was  in- 
tended to,  and  did,  set  up  a  new  and  independent  cause  of 
action.  Furthermore,  the  refusal  of  the  judge  to  allow  its 
introduction  into  the  statement  of  claim  did  not  substan- 
tially injure  the  plaintiff,  since  there  was  nothing,  after  the 
demurrer  was  sustained,  to  prevent  ihe  plaintiff  from  insti- 
tuting a  new  action  upon  the  injury  alleged  to  have  been 
directly  sustained  by  him  in  his  own  business.  Under  the 
circumstances,  the  court  did  not  abuse  its  discretion. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  we  think  the  judgment  below  was 
right,  and  that  it  should  be  affirmed,  with  oosta 


